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of the functions of the Personnel Classification Board to the
Civil Service Commission; to the Committee on the Civil
Service.

454. By Mr. KERR: Petition of Mrs.J, A. Spiers, chairman of
art of the North Carolina Federation of Woman's Clubs, and
others, requesting an appropriation of the sum of $10,000,000
for the erection of a public building in the ecity of Washington,
D. C., to be known as the national gallery of art; to the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

455, By Mr. KINDRED : Petition of the trustees of the New
York Public Library, Astor, Lenox, and Tilden Foundations,
approving House bill 5841, and protesting against the enact-
ment of any substitute measure which shall tend to restrict the
freedom of libraries, ete.; to the Committee on the Library.

456. Also, resolution passed by the Long Island Federation
of Woman's Clubs, urging the United States Senators and the
Congressmen from Long Island to consider favorably the erec-
tion of a building in Washington, D. C.,, to be known as the
national gallery of art; to the Comumittee on Public Buildings
and Grounds,

457. Also, petition of the Carl Follen Unit, No. 103, Steuben
Society of Amerlea, to the United States Congress, opposing
entry of the United States into the World Court; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

458, By Mr. LEATHERWOOD : Resolution of the Kiwanis
Club, Salt Lake City, Utah, requesting continuation of Federal
aid for interstate highways; to the Committee on Roads.

459. By Mr. LITTLE: Petition of United States Spanish
War Veferans, Lawrence, Kans., in support of House bill 98,
citing conditions of Spanish War veterans not covered by the
act of June 5, 1920; also letters signed by Mrs, Louis W.
Streich, Kansas City, and Mary B. Chappel, secretary, Amer-
ican Red Cross, Kansas City, Kans.; to the Committee on Pen-
glons.

460, Also, petition of members of faculty of the University
Kansas School of Pharmacy, to bring before the United
States Congress at the earliest opportunity an amendment to
section 15 of the present copyright law by inserting the words
“ or mimeographic process” after the words * or photo-engrav-
ing process” in lines 9, 13, 34, and 41 of section 15; to the Com-
mittee on Patents. "

461. By Mr. LONGWORTH : Petition of the National Soclety
Daughters of the American Revolution, * Whereas Mrs, Mary
Key McPBlair, granddaughter of Francis Scott Key, author of
‘The Star-Spangled Banner,' is an aged widow and will soon be
retired from the service of the United States Government with
a meanger pension of $12 per month: Resolved, That the Na-
tional Society Daughters of the American Revolution do peti-
tion Congress to give an adequate pension to her for the rest of
her life”; to the Committee on Pensions.

462. By Mr. MOONEY : Petition of Cleveland Motion Picture
Exhibitors’ Association, protesting music-tax proposal; to the
Committee on Patents.

33, Also, petition of Cleveland Hebrew Benevolent Associa-
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fton, indorsing House bill 7089, to amend the Immigration act

of 19217 to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

484, By Mr. OLDFIELD: Petition of Clio Harper, of Little
Rock, Ark,, and other members of the Arkansas Press Associa-
tion, favoring the restoration of the second-class postal rates of
1920 and urging the restrictlon of printing and sale of Govern-
ment stamped envelopes; to the Commiftee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

465. By Mr. RTRONG of Kansas: Petition of L. E. Shepard
and 81 other citizens of Miltonvale, Kans,, requesting enact-
ment of legislation to increase the pensions of Indian war vet-
erans and their widows; to the Commitiee on Penslions.

SENATE
Tuesoay, Janvary 26, 1926
(Legislative day of Saturday, January 16, 1926)

The Senate reassembled, in open executive session, at 12
o'clock meridian, on the expiration of the recess.

The VIOE PRESIDENT. The Senate, as in legislative ses-
sion, will receive a message from the House of Representa-
tives.

As in legislative session,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Far-
rell, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed
a bill (H. R. 7554) making appropriations for the Navy De-
partment and the naval service for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1927, and for other purposes, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.
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ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House
had affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills, and
they were thereupon signed by the Vice President:

H. R.3755. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
counties of Anderson, 8. C., and Elbert, Ga., to construct a
bridge across the Savannah River; and

H. R. 6089. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
State of Illinois to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge
and approaches thereto across the Fox River in the county of
McHenry, State of Illinois, in section 26, township 45 north,
range 8 east of the U}ird_principal meridian.

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE PUBLIC PRINTER

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate, pursuant
to law, the annual report of the Public Printer for the fiscal
year ended June 30, 1925, and also for the last half of the
calendar year ended December 31, 1925, which was referred to
the Committee on Printing.

THE WORLD COURT

The Senate, in open executive session, resumed the consid-
eration of Senate Resolution 5, providing for adhesion on the
part of the United States to the protocol of December 16, 1920,
and the adjoined statute for the Permanent Court of Inter-
national Justice, with reservations.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, without reference to the limit
of one hour imposed upon Senators, I wish to raise certain
parliamentary questions, and therefore I hope the stop watch
will be put out of commission for the time being.

I would like to engage the attention of the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. Lexroor] as to the procedure to be followed.
The statute having been read in full, and the discnssion having
been had upon it, I assume we are now reaching a point where
individual reservations may be offered, either fo the resolution
as modified and presented by the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Swaxsox] or by agreement that they may be offered as indi-
vidual reservations supplementary to it.

I particularly wish to call the attention of the Senator from
Wisconsin to the fact that I have presented, as in the nature
of a substitute for the Swanson resolution in whatever form
it may finally find itself, the so-called Pepper plan. I would
like to ask the Senator from Wisconsin if it is possible now to
secure unanimons consent to the effect that when the Swanson
resolution has finally been perfected in Committee of the
Whole my substitute may then be offered?

Mr. LENROOT. I should have no objection to that course.
Technically, the Pepper plan does invelve amendments to the
statute.

Mr. MOSES. I understand that.

Mr. LENROOT. And if that is waived—

Mr. MOSES. That is why I am asking unanimous consent,
because my understanding is that the amendments to the
statute should be considered immed!ately, and inasmuch as the
whole subject matter of the so-called Pepper plan is presented
by me as a substitute for the Swanson resolution, when that is
finnlly agreed upon in its form in the Committee of the Whole,
I ask unanimous consent that I may then have the opportunity
to present the so-called Pepper plan as a substitute for the
Swanson resolution.

Mr. LENROOT. As a whole?

Mr. MOSES. As a whole, when it is agreed upon in Commit-
tee of the Whole.

Mr. REED of Missourl, The Senator means if it is agreed

upon?

Mr. MOSES. If and when, I ask unanimous consent, Mr.
President,

The VICE PRESIDENT, Is there objection?

Mr. BORAH. Let us know a little more about the matter
first.

Mr. MOSES. The unanimous consent for which I have asked
is that if and waen Senate Resolution 5 has been perfected in
the Committee of the Whole and is ready to be taken Into the
Senate for agreement upon whatever amendments are made
to it, that being the practice which I assume we must follow
here, I shall then have the opportunity of presenting my sub-
stitute for the Swanson resolution as it then stands,

Mr. LENROOT. 1 should think the Senator would rather
take this course—that when the Swanson resolution is per-
fected and ready for a final vote——

Mr. MOSES. In Committee of the Whole.

Mr. LENROOT. Or in the Senate.

Mr. MOSES. I have no desire to have two votes upon the
matter.

AMr. LENROOT. Then the Senator, by unanimous consent,
shall have the privilege of offering, as a substitute for the
Swanson resolution as it may be perfected, his I’epper plan.
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Mr. MOSES. I have no objection to taking the vote either
in Committee of the Whole or in the Senate, but inasmuch as
it involves a little departure from the procedure which regu-
larly would be followed I have submitted this request.

Mr. WATSON. Does the Senator understand that he has to
wait until we get into the Senate to secure unanimous consent
or can it be granted now ¥

" Mr. LENROOT. The Senator from New Hampshire is ask-
ing unanimous consent that when the Swanson resolution shall
be perfected he may offer his Pepper plan, to which request I
have no objection.

Mr. MOSES. I would prefer to do it so that we can go into
the Senate with the Swanson resolution perfected. I have no
{llusions about the vote on the Pepper resolution. I would pre-
fer to offer it in Commitee of the Whole, so that we can take
the Swanson resolution into the Senate from the Committee
of the Whole.

Mr, LENROOT. Except that the ratifying part of the Swan-
son resolution is not considered in Committee of the Whole,

Mr. MOSHES. I am referring to the text of it.

Mr. LENROOT. I have no objection.

Mr. MOSES. I wish merely to deal with the text of it, and
therefore I am making the request.

Mr. BRUCH. Mr. President, I can not understand why the
proposal was not offered before.

Mr. MOSES. It was offered many days ago, I will state to
the Senator from Maryland. It is only my desire that it shall
be presented to the Benate for a vote.

Mr. BRUCE. I have no objection. p

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the request is
agreed to. =

Mr. LENROOT. Now, Mr. President, T ask unanimous con-
sent that all reservations which have been presented under the
rule shall be first considered in Committee of the Whole, the
reservations contained In the Swanson resolution to be first
considered, and that if any Senator desires to offer a reserva-
tion that is pending as a substitute for any part of the Swan-
son reservation he may have that opportunity.

Mr. BORAH. There is only one question that I desire to ask.
Why is it necessary to have unanimous consent about all these
things?

Mr., LENROOT. When a similar situatlon arose In connec-
tion with the Isle of Pines treaty the Chair ruled that the other
course was the proper procedure.

Mr, REED of Missouri. I do not understand what the Sen-
ator means by * the other course.”

Mr. LENROOT. That reservations were not to be considered
in Committee of the Whole, but were to be considered when the
resolution of ratification was before the Senate.

Mr. REED of Missouri. I understand the Senator Is asking
consent that we shall proceed now with the Swanson resolution
and reservations?

Mr. LENROOT. Yes. '

Mr. REED of Missouri. As In Committee of the Whole?

Mr. LENROOT. Yes.

Mr. REED of Missouri. And that they shall be open to
amendment in Commlittee of the Whole in so far as those
amendments or reservations have been properly filed.

Mr. LENROOT. That is, any Senator may offer to substitute
any other reservation for the Swanson resetvation.

Mr. REED of Missourl. He may, or he may move to amend
the Swanson reservation, provided he has already filed his
proposition of amendment? !

Mr. LENROOT. If it does not go beyond the extent of the
agreement.

Mr. REED of Missouri.

Mr. LENROOT. Yes.

Mr. MOSES. Let me see if T understand the positicn of the
Senator from Wisconsin with reference to that. I have a
reservation which would be in the nature of an additional
reservation to those proposed by the Senator, and that is an
amendment. Of course, I wish immediately to have that read
and to devote 5 or 10 minutes to a discussion of it.

Mr. LENROOT. There is no objection to that, except that
the pending question will start with consideration of the
Swanson reservation, of course. Is that clear?

Mr, REED of Missouri. I understand the nnanimous consent
to be that the Senate as in Committee of the Whole shall now
proceed to the consideration of what is commonly known as
the Swanson reservations and resolution.

Mr. LENROOT. Reservations. The resolution comes after-
wards under the rule.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Very well; and that in Committee
of the Whole any amendments to the Swanson reservation

LXVII—173

That is, it i3 already on file?
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which were properly filed on yesterday before 1 o'clock will
also be considered.

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly.

Mr. REED of Missouri. And that when the Swanson resolu-
tion or reservations have been ected the Senator from New
Hampshire is to have the privilege at that time of offering in
Committee of the Whole his substitute to which he has referred.
Is that the unanimons consent?

Mr. LENROOT, Yes. It i3 understood, of course, that no
amendment can be offered from the floor.

Mr. REED of Missourl. That is, no new amendment?

Mr. MOSES. By unanimous consent it could be offered.

Mr. LENROOT. Yes; except by unanimous consent.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from
Wisconsin if it Is his idea that none of these reservations are
subject to amendment? Suppose a grammatical error were
found in one of them, would there be no way to correct it?

Mr. LENROOT. By unanimous consent.

Mr. NORRIS. But suppose there should be an objection?

Mr. LENROOT. Then there is no way to do it.

Mr. MOSES. The Senator from Nebraska is referring to the
reservations which have been offered and printed?

Mr. LENROOT. Yes.

Mr. BRUCE. May I inquire of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire whether it is necessary to make the point that there is a
limitation of time on debate?

Mr. MOSES. I understand there is not as covering the
present discussion, but we are governed by the one hour all
told when we get to a discusslon of the reservations themselves,
I will say to the Senator.

Mr, SWANSON. Of course, the regular procedure Is to con-
sider the treaty or convention in Committee of the Whole, but
reservations are considered in the Senate. Some Senators de-
sire, because there may be a close vote on ¢ome of the pro-
posals, to have two votes. That is all the agreement will ac-
complish in this matter, and I think it is right to have a full
opportunity to offer all amendments. These reservations of
mine were submitted rather late, I will admit. I expected to
present them earlier, but they were simply amendments that
were offered by other Senators that had been filed later than
mine. I feel that full liberty ought to be given in connection
with those amendments and I see no objection, except that it
requires unanimous consent to change the rule of the Senate,
which T hope will ba granted, so that Senators may hsave full
opportunity to have the amendments discussed in Committee of
the Whole.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection it is agreed to.

Mr. REED of Missourl. No, Mr. President.

Mr. BORAH. Just a moment. Has the unanimous-consent
proposal been reduced to writing? Let us have it reduced to
writing, so that we will know what it {s when we adopt it. No
one can tell from the discussion that has taken place just what
it s,

Mr. MOSES.
take to state it.

Mr. BORAH. It has been stated, and then the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. Lexrcor] added an interpretation of his view
of it. So we may get into a controversy after it is adopted. Let
us have the controyersy first. Lef the unanimous-consent agree-
ment be reduced to writing.

Mr, MOSES, If I may be permitted to state it, the unanl-
mous-consent agreement Is that the Senate shall proceed in
Committee of the Whole to consider Senate Resolution No. § in
the regular order. It need not be stated in the unanimous-con-
sent agreement, but that means that amendments may be
offered to it in Committee of the Whole.

Mr. LENROOT. Amendments that are already pending.

Mr. MOSES. Oh, yes; amendments that are here under the
rule; and that when the resolution has been perfected in Com-
mittea of the Whole and is ready for a final vote in Committee
of the Whole, I shall have the opportunity of presenting my
substitute for it, and the whole debate shall be governed by the
eloture rule of one hour all told to each Senator,

Mr, JOHNSON., I may have misunderstood the Senator
from Virginia [Mr. Swassox]. I thought he said that amend-
ments might be offered to the reservations which he had pre-
sented =so late, as he said.

Mr. SWANSON. If the Senator will permit me, I meant
presented earlier than that presented by the Senator from
Idaho, earlier than that presented by the Senator from South
Carolina, earlier than that presented by the Senator from New
Hampshire, and printed in the Recorp. On account of the
failure to reach an agreement I presented it as soon as it
could be prepared.

If the Senator will permit me, I will under-
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Mr. JOHNSON. Be that as it may, it was presented on Sat-
urday last, but came to us yesterday just before the vote on
cloture,

Mr. SWANSON. But the Senator had a copy of it Imme-
diately after. The Senator from Idaho took the original copy
and read it,

Mr. JOHNSON. Surely, I endeavored to inform myself at
the earliest possible moment respecting it; but that does not
alter the fact that it came to the desks of Senators yesterday
just before the vote. What I want to make clear is whether
the unanimous-consent agreement includes the offering of any
amendments other than those which have been presented and
are on the desk? -

Mr, SWANSON. It could only be done under the rule by
unanimous consent.

Mr. JOONSON, I realize that, but I want to know whether
the unanimous-consent agreement includes that.

Mr. SWANSON. It does not,

Mr. JOHNSON. Was it not the Senator’s intention that it
ghounld include it?

Mr. SWANSON, No. So far as I am concerned, any
amendment that is offered in good falth and not for the pur-
pose of delay I am willing to consent to have voted on here,
I do not object to any amendment offered in that way.

Mr. JOHNSON. I would not assume that an amendment
would be offered for any other purpose. That Is what I want
to make clear, and it is merely with the desirve to clarify the
atmosphere and understand the situation that I am address-
ing my query to the Senator from Virginia. I had understood
from what the Senator said that amendments might be offered
to the reservations which he presented last Saturday and which
came to our desks on Monday. If I am in error on that I
want to be corrected,

Mr. MOSES. Under the rule that can not be done except by
unanimous consent,

Mr. JOHNSON. I know it can not be done except by unani-
mons consent, but does the unanimous-consent agreement in-
clude that?

Mr. LENROOT. It does not.

Mr. JOHNSON. The Senator from Wisconsin says it does
not. Is that correct?

Mr, FWANSON. That is right; it does not,

Mr. MOSES. Does the Senator from Idaho still wish to
have the unanimous-consent agreement read?

Mr. BORAH. I think it ought to be read.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Let the suggestion which I made he
read by the reporter.

Mr. SWANSON. I think the statement made by the Senator
from Missourl of the proposed unanimous-consent agreement
more clearly sets 1t forth than anyone else has done, with all
due deference to the Senator from New Hampshire,

Mr. MOSES. T am perfectly willing to agree to that.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Let the reporter read it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerks at the desk are tran-
seribing it. It will be read.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

Ordered by unanimous consgent, That the Senate, as In Commlittee
of the Whole, will now proceed to the comsideration of what Is com-
monly known as the Bwanson resolution, and that in the Committee
of the Whole any amendment which was properly flled on yesterday
before 1 p. m. will glso be considered, and that when the Ewanson
reservations have been perfected the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Moses] is to have the privilege st that time of offering his substitute,
which he has proffered in Committee of the Whole.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, the words “ Swanson resolu-
tion ” should read * Swanson reservation.”

Mr. REED of Missouri., Very well; let it read *reserva-
tion.”

The CHier CLErK. Strike out “resolution ” and insert “ reser-
vation " ; so as to read “ Swanson reservation.”

Mr. LENROOT. 1 ask the Secretary to read it again.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

Ordered by unanimous consent, That the Senate, as in Committee
of the Whole, will now proceed to the consideration of what is com-
monly known as the Swanson reservation, and that in the Committee
of the Whole any amendment which was properly filed on yesterday
before 1 p. m. will also be considered, and that when the Swanson
reservations have been perfected the Benator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Mosgs] I to have the privilege at that time of offering his sub-
stitute, which he had proffered in Committee of the Whole.

Mr. REED of Missouri. It should read “offering in Com-
mittee of the Whole his substitute,”

Mr. WILLIAMS. I think the proposed agreement should in-
clude substitutes offered by other SRenators. I have offered a
substitute.
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Mr. REED of Missouri. I think it should read “and any
other substitute that is properly pending may be offered.”

Mr. WILLIAMS. T have a substitute that is pending.

Mr. LENROOT, Mr. President, one other suggestion——

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, a parliamen-
tary inquiry. How many substitutes are pending?

Mr. MOSES. I think there are only two.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Of course, under parla-
mentary law, only one substitute can be offered; otherwise
there would be no limitation to the number that might be
offered. ‘

Mr. MOSES. I think there are only two that are properly
before the Senate.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas.
Some Senator ought to know.

Mr, MOSES. I think there are only two.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire has offered one. Has any other Senator offered one?

Mr. MOSES. The Senator from Missouri [Mr. WiLriams]
has offered another.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Then I will make no objection
to that change in the agreement, us there are only two substi-
tutes pending.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President—

Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President, I should like to ask a question.

Mr. MOSES. I yield first to the Senator from Montana,
who has been standing for some time,

Mr. WALSH. I wish te inguire whether the unanimous-
consent agreement as it is now framed embraces the subsequent
resolutions? There are now three resolutions in one—one pro-
posing adherence with certain reservations, the second is a
resolution in relation to the method by which the questions
shall be submitted, and the third is the Monroe doetrine res-
olution. Are those two additional resolutions to be considered
also as in the Committee of the Whole?

Mr. MOSES. My understanding is that the two latter reso-
Intions to which the Senator refers will be presented in the
same manner as additional reservations; that they are properiy
before the Senate and will be presented.

h]L{r, WALSH. That is all right, then; that is quite agree-
able.

' Mr. MOSES. I now yield to the Senator from South Caro-
na.

Mr. REED of Missouri.
yield to me for a moment?

Mr. MOSES. If the Senator from South Carollna will con-
sent, 1 will yield to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. BLEASE, Very well.

Mr. REED of Missouri, If the Senator from South Caro-
lina will pardon me, by * the Swanson reservation” I meant to
include all of those qualifying reservations of the Senator from
Virginia [Mr. Swaxson] that are in the pending resolution.
i Mr. MOSES. I yield now to the Senator from South Caro-

na.

Mr., BLEASE. I could not cateh 1t clearly from the reading
of the proposed agreement, and I should like to know to what
Swanson resolution the agreement refers.

Mr. REED of Missouri. It refers to the one that is now
pending.

Mr. BLEASE. That Is the one additional to the first one?

Mr. REED of Missouri., It refers to Resolution No. b as it
has now been modified.

Mr, BLEASE. 1 object to this agreement if it ineludes the
first Swanson resolution or reservations.

Mr., MOSES. The first so-called Swanson resolution has
already been changed by the action of the Senator from Vir-
ginla himself ; he has modified it as it originally stood.

Mr. BLEASE. The last one is not so bad.

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, if the Senator from New
Hampshire will yield to me, under Rule XXI, I had the right
to modify my resolution at any time before the yeas and nays
were ordered on it or it was amended. I did modify it, and
the resolution pending will be modified by reservations which
I presented on last Saturday. 3

Mr. MOSES. That is correct.

Mr. BLEASE. That is, the one the Senatc~ from Virginia
originally offered has been gotten out of the way?

Mr. MOSES. Yes.

Mr. BLEASE. And there is no chance of bringing that
back?

Mr, LENROOT. No.

Mr. BLEASE. That is all right; that will be fine.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, there is one addition which
should be made. T ask that the Secretary again read the pro-
posed agreement.

How many are pending?

Mr. President, will the Senator
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The Chief Clerk read as follows:

Ordered by unaaimous consent, That the Senate, as in Committee of
the Whole, will now proceed to the consideration of what is com-
monly known as the Swanson reservation, and that In the Committee
of the Whole any amendment or reservation which was properly filed
on yesterday before 1 p. m. will also be considered, and that when
the Swanson reservations have been perfected the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Moses] is to have the privilege at that time of offer-
ing in the Committee of the Whole the substitute which he has
offered.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, we have just
agreed that the Senator from Missouri [Mr. WiLLIAMS] may
also offer his substitute. I suggest that the agreement may
read that the Senator frem New Hampshire [Mr. Mosgs]
and the Senator from Missouri [Mr. WiLLiams], respectively,
may offer their substitutes.

Mr. LENROOT. Before that is agreed to, will not the
Senator from New Hampshire also ask unanimous consent to
waive the consideration of the amendments to the statute
under the Pepper plan?

Mr. MOSES. I will consent to that.

Mr. LENROOT. I think there will be no objection to that.

Mr. REED of Missouri. What is that?

Mr. MOSES. The Pepper plan contemplates an amendment
or amendments to the statute. I wish to ask unanimous con-
sent to waive consideration of those amendments

Mr. LENROOT. Because it will all be embodied in the
substitute of the Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. MOSES. It will all be embodied in my substitute, and
I do not want to take the time of the Senate needlessly.

Mr. BRUCE., Mr. President, as my ear caught the read-
Ing, the word “reservation” was used in the singular and
not in the plural in the beginning of the agreement. I should
like to have the clerk verify that. I think that the proposed
agreement now reads *reservation,” while it should read
“reservations.”

Mr. REED of Missouri.
vations.”

Mr. BRUCE. I do not know as yet whether my impression
is correet or whether it is erroneous. I should like to have
the Secretary read the proposed agreement.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read as
requested.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

Ordered by unanimous congent, That the Senate, as in Committee of
the Whole, will now proceed to the consideration of what Is commonly
known as the Bwanson reservation——

Mr. BRUCE. Did the Secretary say
“ reservations " ?

The Onier Crerx. The first time it was read “ reservation.”

Mr. REED of Missouri. It should read *‘ reservations,” in the
plural.

The CrHiEr CLERk. It reads:

Ordered by unanimous consent, That the Senate, as in Committee of
the Whole, will now proceed to the consideration of what is com-
monly known as the Swanson reservations, and that in the Committea
of the Whole any amendment or reservations which were properly
filed on yesterday before 1 p. m. will also be considered, and that
when the Swanson reservations have been perfected the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. Moses] and the Benator from Missouri [Mr.
WiruiaMs], respectively, are to have the privilege at that time of
offering their substitutes.

Mr. MOSES. Now may I add to that, in order to carry out
the understanding with the Senator from Wisconsin, “ and that
the Senator from New Hampshire waives the consideration of
amendments to the statute of the court contained In his sub-
stitute ”?

Mr. LENROOT. Separately.

Mr. MOSES. Waives all consideration of amendments to the
statute. \ 4

Mr. SWANSON. I think that the best way to put it would
be to say that “ any amendments to the statute included in the
resolution of the Senator from New Hampshire shall be con-
sidered as waived.”

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

And the Benator from New HAmpshire waives all conslderation of
amendments to the statute of the court contained In his substitute,

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator can not waive anything. May
I suggest “ and all consideration of amendments to the statute,
sepurately considered, is waived "?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. What does all that mean?

It should read “ Swanson reser-

“ reservation” or

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

2741

Mr. LENROOT. It means, technically, that we will consider
the amendments to the statute that are contained in the
resolution. -

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. It says that the Senator
waives consideration of the amendments to the statute. Now,
the Senator says that that means that we shall consider the
amendments.

Mr. SWANSON. It ought to read “execept as contained "——

Mr. WATSON. “In the Pepper resolution.”

Mr, SWANSON. “In the resolution fo be offered.”

Mr. REED of Missourl. What is the use of putting that in?
The Senator from New Hampshire can waive it by not urging it.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes; but what is it that Le
waives? I really am asking for information.

Mr. MOSES. I will say to the Senator that I will waive the
separate consideration of the textual amendments to the statute
of the court which are embraced in the so-called Pepper plan.
In other words, I am not asking the Senate to consider sepa-
rately textual amendments to the statute,

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, Very well. Now I understand
the modification, and I am for it.

Mr, FLETCHER. Why offer them then?

Mr., MOSES. I will say to the Senator from Florida that I
want to get the whole substitute before the Senate; and if we
pursued the ordinary course, inasmuch as this involves a tex-
tual amendment of the instrument, each one of these textual
amendments would have to be taken up and considered sepa-
rately. I will say further to the Senator from Florida that my
whole notion is that since the juggernaut has been set in
motion I have no desire to impede his progress.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the pro-
posed unanimous-consent agreement.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

That the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, will now proceed
to the consideration of what is commonly known as the Swanson
reservation, and that in the Commiitee of the Whole any amend-
ment

Mr. BRUCE. Mr, President, I should like to find out, once
for all, whether that word is “reservation” or whether it is
* reservations "—whether it is in the singular or in the plural,

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is an “s” on the end of
the word. It is plural.

The Chief Clerk continued the reading of the proposed unani-
mous-consent agreement, as follows:

known as the Swanson reservations, and that in the Committee of tha
Whole any amendments or reservations which were properly fled
on yesterday before 1 p, m, will also be considered: and that when
the Swanson reservations have been perfected the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr, MosEs] and Mr. WiLLiaus, of Missouri, respectively,
may have the privilege at that time of offering their substitutes which
they have offered; and the Senator from New Hampshire waives all con-
sideration of amendments to the statute of the court contained in his
substitute.

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I want to say to the Secretary,
In view of the additional emphasis that he placed upon the
words, that I think I am justified in saying he has such a
singular way of pronouncing some words that it is impossible
to tell whether they are singular or whether they are plural,

Mr. WATSON. Let us have them spelled.

The VICE PRESIDENT. I8 there objection?

Mr. REED of Missourf. Mr. President, I am giving my con-
sent to this proposition purely as a matter of procedure, I am
reserving the point that all of the proceedings we are now en-
gaged in are illegal and void, contrary to the Constitution, and
confrary to the rules of the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the proposed
unanimous-consent agreement? The Chalr hears none, and
the agreement is entered into.

The unanimous-consent agreement as finally reduced to
writing is as follows:

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGRERMEXT

Ordered by wnanimous consent, That the Benate, ns in Committee of
the Whole, will now proceed to the consideration of what is commonly
known us the Swanson reservations, and that in the Committee of the
Whole any amendment or reservations which were properly filed on
yesterday before 1 p. m. will also be considered, and that when the
Bwanson reservations have been perfected the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Moses] and the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Wic-
L1AMs], respectively, may have the privilege at that time of offering
in the Committee of the Whole the substitutes which they have offered,
and the Senator from New Hampshire waives all consideration of
amendments to the statute of. the court contained in his substitute.
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The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to
consider the reservations proposed to the protocol.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, under the time limitation I
offer the reservation which I send to the desk as an addi-
tional reservation to Senate Resolution No. 5.

Mr. LENROOT. In accordance with the agreement, the
first Swanson reservation would be the pending question.
Of course, the Senator may offer his proposal and speak
upon it.

IMr. MOSES. To that I offer this reservation as an amend-
ment. ]

AMr. LENROOT. Very well.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the
amendment,

The CmieF CLERE. Mr. Moses offers the following reser-
vation to the protocol of signature of the statute for—

Mr. LENROOT. In accordance with the agreement, I ask
that the first Swanson reservation be stated to the Senate as
the pending question.

Mr. WATSON. That is right.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the
reservation.

The Crier Crerg. On page 2, line 8, of the modified reso-
lution, reservation No. 1:

That such adherence shall not be taken to invelve any legal rela-
tion on the part of the United Btates to the League of Nations or
the assumption of any obligations by the United States under the
treaty of Versailles.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, to that I offer the reserva-
tion which I have sent to the desk as an additional paragraph.
and I ask that it may be read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The reservation will be read.

The Cmier Crerk. It is proposed to add, after line 11,
the following as an additional paragraph:

‘Phat the adherence of the United Btates to the statute of the
World Court is conditioned upon the understanding and agreement
that the judgments, decrees, and/or advisory opinions of the court
shall not be enforced by war under any name or in any form what-
EVET.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, in view of certain representa-
tions which are made to me, I withdraw that reservation for
the minute and ask that the reading proceed.

Mr. HEFLIN obtained the floor.

Mr. KENDRICK. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Alabama
yield to the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator from Wyoming,

Mr. KENDRICK. 1 desire to present memorials signed by
80 signers of Pinebluff, Wyo., protesting against the entry of
the United States into the World Court. I ask that these me-
morials be referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it will be so
ordered.

Mr. REED of Missourl, Mr. Presldent, I object to the re-
celpt of petitions, memorials, and writings on this subject mat-
ter at this time, when we are under limited time. I could
bring in a wagonload of them.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, Mr. President, I think I ought
to say for the benefit of the Senator from Wyoming that under
the rules of the Senate a petition can not be presented while a
Senator has the floor for the purpose of discussing a guestion,
except by unanimous consent; and since the Senator from Mis-
gourl objects, I suggest to the Senator from Wyoming that he
withdraw the request.

Mr. EENDRICK. I will withdraw it for the present.

Mr. RORINSON of Arkansas. Of course, the practice has
been prevailing here of presenting petitions under the same cir-
cumstances as now exist: but if the Senator from Missouri
sees fit to object, it can not be done.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, a point of order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Alabama
yield to the Senator from Florida?

Mr. HEFLIN. 1 yleld.

Mr. FLETCHER. I rise to inquire just what is before the
Senate? Are the Swanson reservations now before the Senate?

Mr. LENROOT. The first one.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Reservation No. 1.

Mr. FLETCHER. Has it been read?

Mr. ASHURST. It has.

Mr. FLETCHER. So that reservation No. 1 is now before
the Senate?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I desire to say only a word in
regard to the speech the Senator from South Carolina [Mr,
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Brease] delivered here yesterday. The Senator seems to have
missed entirely the point that I made in my speech a few days
ago. I was not trying to prevent the Senator from paying any
eulogy that he might desire to pay to Senator Lodge. I was
simply calling the Senator's attention to the fact that he at-
tacked and criticized President Wilson here in the Senate, a
man who was born in the South, and who, while President, "
placed four southern men in his Cabinet. He was ecriticized
most severely in some other sections of the country because,
they said, he had put “the South in the saddle.” 1 was criti-
cizing the Senator for attacking President Wilson in one breath
and eulogizing Senator Lodge in the next breath; and I cited
the fact that one of the most outstanding things in Mr. Lodge's
career was his effort to pass the force bill of despised memory
\ghlgll would have destroyed Anglo-Saxon civilization in the
outh,

If the Senator from South Carolina prefers to eulogize a
leading Republican, rather than praise a great Democratic
President and one of the greatest men the Nation has ever
produced, that is his business. Every man to his taste; and if
the Senator desires to do that, he is at liberty to do so.

The Senator was mistaken when he said that the South had
ordered cloture. We have not applied cloture. The rule that we
have invoked 1s not cloture. We have not stopped debate. We
have simply limited debate, and we have shown by that action
that the Senate has rules now under which it can transact
business without changing the rules at all, We undertook fo
get an agreement as to when debate should close and a vote be
had, but the opposition SBenators would not agree. It would
be ridiculous for sensible men, men entitled to sit in thizs bady,
to sit here throughout a session and permit one man by his
objection to prevent the Senate from voting on an important
question. The reason for adopting the rule that we invoked
on yesterday was to meet just such a situation as that. We
were simply providing ways and means for getting a vote on
a question that has been before the Senate for three years.

Mr. President, let me remind you, lest we forget, that the
World War cost the United States nearly $40,000,000,000, and we
were in it only 18 months. But that is not all that it cost. It
takes more than money to satisfy the thirst and hunger of
this ernel and remorseless monster called war. He was not
satisfied until he had called from the peaceful pursuits of life
4,000,000 brave American boys into training camps to prepare
for action in the bloodiest war of the ages. He broke the
bodies of thousands of them on a foreign battle field, and left
them lame and halt for life. He struck down and brutally
murdered tens of thousands of them, and buried them in a
strange land 38,000 miles from home. He silenced the voices,
closed the eyes, and stopped the heart beats of 300,000 brave
American boys, and hung crépe on the doorposts of 300,000
American homes, where fathers and mothers, sisters, brothers,
and sweethearts still long—

# * * For the touch of a vanished hand
And the sound of a voice that is still!

He caused the war-cursed countries of the Old World to re-
sound with the cries of widows and orphans, and he filled all
Europe with lamentations and sorrow. He murdered 10,000,000
boys, and destroyed the peace and happiness of many millions
more. He slew more men in one brief murderous rampage than
all the wars of the past have slain in all the history of the
human race.

Senators, is it not time to do something fo prevent war in
the future? That is not all that this war monster has done,
He devoured more than half the wealth of the world. YWhen
he began to destroy life and property on such a colossal scale
he did not confine his eruel activities to land. He went out
upon the high seas and murdered people who were carrying
food and clothing to human beings in distress, He sunk mer-
chant ships engaged in international trade, and disturbed and
crippled the commerce of nearly, if not quite all, the nations
of the earth. He sent to the bottom of the sea thousands of
tons of food supplies being carried to starving women and
children. He trampled under foot the most sacred inter-
national agreements, and denied fo the free peoples of the
earth the use of the free seas. With the destructive implements
of modern war, in his first experience with poisonous gas,
liquid fire, shrapnel, giant field guns, airplanes, and submarines,
this monster called war in foug years' time killed 10,000,000
boys and consumed half the wealth of the world. Will not this
astounding fact awaken us to the importance of doing some-
thing to prevent war?

Lord God of hosts, be with ns yet,
Lest we forget.

Senators, have you forgotten how the World War broke
out without a moment’s warning, and how much we deplored
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it, and how we trled to remain out of it, and how we were
drawn into it against our wish and over our protest? Have
vou forgotten the terrible price that we pafd in blood and
treasure to put down a war that we had nothing to do with
bringing on? If, as matters now stand, a war is commenced in
Europe, and we are forced fo join with other nations to help
put it down, is it not the part of prudence and wisdom, when
that war is ended, that we should form an association of peace-
loving nations for the purpose of using our influence to dis-
courage and, 1f possible, to prevent the recurrence of another
such war? ,Is it not better in time of peace to join in with
other nations that love peace in the matter of promoting peace
rather than to wait until the lessous of the last war shall have
been forgotten? i

When the armistice was signed and hostilities ceased, this
grim monster, laughing with ghoulish glee at the misery he
had produced and the ruin he had wrought, said:

You are not through with me yet. Those who remained at home
in field and factory and in the marts of trade shall be stripped of
thelr substance by conscienceless money lords, hiding behind the smoke
screens of a panic that they will have an excuse to ralse because of
war,

His prophecy came true. Here in the United States business
was paralyzed, factories elosed. The hum of wheels and the
roar of industry ceased. Seven million men and women were
driven from profitable employment. Thousands of merchants
were driven into bankruptcy, while banks failed by the hun-
dreds. The cattlemen and grain growers of the West and the
cotton producers of the South were held np and robbed of the
accumulations of a lifetime. They used the smoke screen of
a panic in the aftermath of war to hide behind while they
filched from the hands of patriotic men and women the Gov-
ernment bonds they had bought to help their country win the
war. They sent thelr agents over the country buying up the
bonds for $80, $8214, and $85 on the hundred. So those who
responded to the call of duty and supported their Government
in the hour of its peril were punished and robbed through a
pani¢ which war had enabled greed and avarice to produce.

CITY OF REFUGE

Following the World War the money lords of England did
as the money lords did here, locked up the money supply, con-
tracted the currency, and deflated credits, precipitaied a money
pani¢, and started an economic warfare between poor tenants
and landed aristocracy, between capital and labor, that has
filled the statesmen of old England with a feeling of unrest,
uncertainty, and dread, and has caused uneasiness even to (he
head that wears the crown.

O croel and brutal war, how many crimes by reason of and
incident to your murderous activities have been visited upon
the children of men!

The war presented opportunities for extortion and graft upon
the Government, and conscienceless profiteers here at home hid
behind the smoke sereens of war and, In ways that were dark
and devious, filched many millions of dollars from the Treas-
ury of the United States. War 1s a despicable and costly thing
to patriots always, but it is a welcome and profituble institu-
tion to some. Paul was right when he said—

The love of money is the root of all evil.

There were money lovers in America who seemed glad that
the World War had come. Many of them took advantage of
their country’s misfortune, and in the hour of its peril held
the Government up and rejolced that they, through erafty and
corrupt practices, were able to boast that they had made their
millions, To them war means an opportunity and an invita-
tion to enrich themselves at the expense of their country.

What care they for wrongs and crimes?
It is dimes and dollars, dollars and dimes,

They do not want a world court or an international tri-
bunal of any kind that will prevent war. They care more for
the money that they can make out of war than they do for all
the lives of all the boys that may be sacrificed in war.

General Sherman was right when he said: “ War is hell.”
And yet the war of his day was as a May morning zephyr when
compared to the iron storms of the great World War. That
war was the most cruel, the most costly, and the most de-
structive of all the wars of the past. War has become so
dangerous and deadly that it behgoves every intelligent and
peace-loving nation of the earth to become keenly interested
and whole-heartedly active in establishing and keeping alive a

- world influence that will constantly be on guard, doing all in
its power to discouraze and prevent war.

Senators, we go into international agreements and have Inter-
national understandings about our commerce and our interna-
tional trade. Are not the peace and happiuess of our people,
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the protectlon and prosperity of our boys, as dear to us as the
sale of the products of our farms and mines and factories?
Why is it that when we suggest that the nations get together:
on some international plan for the prevention of war that cer-
tain people and certain interests cry out against it? It is be-
cause war furnishes an opportunity to some people to make
millions on war supplies of various kinds while the war is in
progress and furnishes an opportunity and an excuse for others
to interfere with the finances of the country, to paralyze busi-
ness and produce financial panies in order to rob the people
when the war is over. It is, I think, safe to say that 100,000
men here in the United States during the war and after the
war made, by reason of the war, hundreds of millions of dol-
lars. It is safe to say that these people are against any kind
of international agreements that will promote peace and prevent
war. These people and these inferests want to leave us stand-
ing aloof, isolated, so that when an inviting war situation
presents itself anywhere they can do whatever is necessary to
plunge this country into war. All they have to do now is to
have somebody somewhere fire upon the United States flag or
upon an American ship somewhere at sea and then we are
immediately drawn into the war. Why not think of the boys
in our American homes who must go out to battle and dle when
war comes? Why not consider the happiness of the families
from which these boys will be called? One of the greatest
gquestions that now confronts the world is how to prevent war
in the future.

I had rather the constituted authorities of my country wonld
aid in sefting up a world court or some other international
peace tribunal to discourage and prevent war than to stand
aloof and withhold my country’s aid and influence from the
cause of peace, and, having denied her the right to have a voice
in preventing war, leave her course to be determined by design-
ing men to whom war offers opportunities to make millions.

I had rather that those whom the people have chosen to
represent them In the Congress and in the White House .wonld
provide a way for the United States to be helpful in establish-
ing a plan for promoting peace .nd preventing war rather than
to be indifferent, and in refusing to take an affirmative stand
on the side of world peace permit my country’s peace and war
status to be left hanging in the balance and determined by
those who make money by reason of war. I repeat, if a war
starts anywhere now, those who make millions out of war
can do the thing necessary to involve us in such a war.

We want a world tribunal doing all in its power at all times
to promote peace and prevent war. No higher service could
be rendered to the human race. Hereafter, if war is threatened
anywhere on earth, the World Court’s influence will be imme-
diately felt to prevent it. Not only that, but the whole world
will be informed as fo the frue situation and kept informed as
to the influences used and the plans suggested to prevent war.

If such a tribunal had been in existence prior to 1914, the
cruel and murderous World War, with all its infamies and
horrors, would have never occurred.

The people of the United States are a peace-loving people.
We do not wish to interfere with or harm in the least any other
nation, and when we join with other nations to promote peace
and prevent war we do not in any manner whatever surrender
any of our rights as citizens of the United States or any of our
rights as a government. We are simply, as a people, taking
a stand on the side of peace and against war and desiring to
do what we can along with other peace-loving nations to pre-
vent war, and ‘we are willing to pay the expenses of our repre-
sentative on the World Court and our fair share of the running
expenses of such an dnterrational tribunal, whatever you wish
to call it.

The World War came, and we were drawn into it, and we had
no volee in preventing it, but it cost us in money many billions
of dollars, and when the war ended it was costing $1,000,000 an
hour, and $1,000,000-is more money than it will cost all the
nations in the World Court to keep it going in the cause of
peace for a whole year. It will not cost as much to operate it
and keep it going for 10 years as the World War was costing
just before it ended to keep it going for 10 hours,

The able Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Tysox] has pointed
out that our part of the expenses in keeping the World Court
going will be only $30,000 a year.

This tribunal is simply a world watchman on the tower,
where none has ever been before, keeping the nations of the
earth informed as to every move that affects the lives of human
beings and the peace and happiness of the world. I repeat that
in joining in a world movement to promote peace and pre-
vent war we do not surrender a single right that is ours
under the Constitution of the United States. Our domestic
affairs remain just where they were. All domestic questions,
like immigration, for instance, will be settled by us and nobody
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else. So far as the United States is concerned, under this
plan no war could ever come that would involve us unless and
until the United States Congress should declare war. So we
are just where we were before, so far as our home problems
are concerned. Mr. President, in jolning this international
tribunal we are not hurt in any particular, but we are greatly
helped and benefited by being placed in position to know what
is going on, and especially in having an opportunity to use
our influence in preventing war.

Some Senators will support a world movement to stamp out
and prevent the spread of the foot-and-mouth disease among
horses and mules and ecattle, but they will speak here till they
almost fall in their tracks in opposition to a world movement
against & monster that devoured 10,000,000 boys in less than
four years' time and erippled and disabled many millions more.

Here is what President Coolidge said about the World Court
in his message to Congress:

This court would provide a practical and convenient tribunal before
which we could go voluntarily, but to which we could not be sum-
moned.

This World Court is set up for the purpose of having and
keeping in existence a peace tribunal to which the nations of
the earth can go and settle their differences without going
to war.

Mr. President, perhaps the most perfect government that ever
existed was the theocracy established by God himself. In it
was a city of refuge to which the poor and oppressed or any
person attacked or sought to be injured could flee for safety.
His enemies might pursue him, but if he ever once reached
the city of refuge they dared not lay their hands upon him.

1 want to see my country do her part in ereating a great
international city of refuge to which the war-weary nations of
the earth can go without the shedding of blood and settle their
differences in the halls of peace.

We solemnly promised onr boys, those who died on a foreizn
battle field and those who were spared the terrible fate of their
departed ecomrades, that if they would put down that war we
would do everything in our power to prevent the recurrence of
another such war. That promise has not been kept. I had
rather be classed with those who contributed to peace and
human happiness, to safeguarding and prolonging the lives of
the youth of all lands, than to bask in the approving smiles of
the time-serving, war-promoting international highwaymen of
the earth.

Mr. President—

Once to every man and nation comes the moment to declde
- In the strife of truth with falsehood for the good or evil side.

Every day about the hospitals, in the parks, and in the streets
of Washington we can see the effects of the last terrible war in
the lame and halt and blind. They remind ns—some of ns—of
our promise to do what we could to prevent war in the future,
and some of nus are reminded that that promise has not been
kept. Some of us feel that if foreign countries are good enough
to fight with in order to put an end to a war that was forced
upon us that they are now good enough to cooperate with in
time of peace purely and wholly for the purpose of preventing
another such war. Again, let me ask, Have Senators forgotten
that the last war was the most expensive and most destructive
of all the wars of the world? That it was costing a million
dollars an hour in the closing days of the war? Have Senators
forgotten that that war forced us to draft 4,000,000 men and
gacrifice more than 300,000 brave boys on the altar of war?
1 ask again, Have they forgotten that that war cost the United
States nearly $40,000,000,0007 Jefferson said, “ Preach a ecru-
sade against ignorance.” When I recall the pain and misery
and bloody butchery of the last war—its poison gas, liquid fire,
and death-dealing shrapnel, its staggering cost in blood and
treasure—I feel it to be my duty and the duty of my country
to preach a crusade against war.

Eight years have come and gone since the curtain went down
on the bloodiest war of the ages. It was the most eruel and
most destructive war in all history. Not thousands and hun-
dreds of thousands, but millions of men went down to death
through the slaughterhouse of that terrible war. It sent the
death angel into milllons of homes! It called our boys from
home, loved ones, and the joys of peace to die in a war that
should never have broken out in the Old World. Where are
the 10,000,000 boys that were living in 19147 Call the roll!
And the mournful answer comes—dead! Ten million boys in
four years' time passed through the valley of the shadow of
death.

Senators, they loved life, those boys growing up toward man’s
estate, and they had a right to live. But war, grim and mon-
strous murderer, plucked them out of the ranks of the living,
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broke their young bodles, and drank their life blood. Call the
roll! The answer comes ten millions missing—dead in battle—
dead! Ten million human beings, made in God's image, bru-
tally murdered in the morning of life, and that is the terrible
toll of just one war!

Mr. President, war dwarfs and starves little children. It
murders the youth of the country and robs and destroys the
homes of the people. It is the cruel and brutal agent of oppres-
sion and tyranny. Ifs musie, the tread of armies, the thunder
of artillery, and the groans and wails of the wounded and the
dying. In its wake lie broken hearts and ruined homes, and its
path is red with human blood and paved with dead men’s bones.
It has torn down the habitations of the people and destroyed
the peace and happiness of millions.

When the World War was raging the man power and finan-
clal resources of our country were called upon as never before
in our history. Then we were doing everything in our power
to end the war in victory and declaring it to be our duty and
purpose when the war was ended to lead in a movement to
establish an international tribunal to make another such war
impossible. Then this raging monster called war was feeding
on the pick and flower of the manhood of the nations and en-
dangering the liberty of the world. And then the Congress of
the United States was making ready to call into the service
every physically fit boy and man between the ages of 18 and 45
years. Then, when submarines were destroying hundreds of
shiploads of food and threatening with starvation the allied
armies and the allied nations, the Congress of the United States
established Government supervision over the food supply of our
own country, and the orders of Government agents telling us
what to eat and what not to eat were sent into the homes of a
hundred millions of people. All this was forced upon us by a
war which never would have started if we had had an inter-
national peace tribunal or World Court.

Nearly everything is in a way a risk and a venture. When
our fathers and mothers were making ready to come over to
America in the early days they were warned against such an
adventure. They were told that Indians were here, and they
would all be murdered, but they came. Yes; and they warned
and fried to frighten our forefathers against an attempt to
achieve their independence.

I recall, Mr, President, statements made by the pessimistie
prophets of evil in connection with what oceurred in the days
of the thirteen Colonies when Washington was leading the
colonists in the War of the Revolution. Those prophets of eyil
were here and they said Washington was foolish, that he was
going off on a wild-goose chase and attempting the impossible,
that we could not achieve our independence. And I recall that
in those days in the city of New York they even burned Wash-
ington in effigy and erected a leaden statue to George III. Dut
after the scales fell from their eyes and they no longer looked
as through a glass darkly, they tore down the statue of George
IIT and melted it into bullets and fired them into the ranks
of the British Army. Then they hailed Washington as their
chieftain and as their deliverer. But it seems that we must
have these pessimistic prophets of evil with us always.

Now, Mr. President, I want to ask and answer in plain Eng-
lish some questions about the World Conrt.

FOURTEEN QUESTIONS AND ANBWERS

First. Does the entrance of the United States into the World
Court, safeguarded as it is by the Swanson reservations, In
any manner whatever glve that court jurisdiction over any of
our domestic rights and interests? No.

Second. Does the entrance of the United States into the
World Court in any way give that court jurisdiction over any
question of dispute between the United States and any other
nation unless the United States shall hereafter by govern-
mental action specifically give her consent to have such a ques-
tion submitted to and considered by the World Court? No.

Third. Is it specifically set out and provided for in the meas-
ure creating and governing the World Court with the Swanson
reservations, which have been agreed upon, that that court
shall not take or have jurisdiction over any dispute between
one nation and another unless both nations request and agree
that it shall do so? Yes,

Fourth. Can the World Court consider and pass judgment
upon any case where the interests of the United States would
be affected unless the United States Government consents for
it to do so? No.

Fifth. If the United States becomes a member of the World
Court, will that fact in any way confer upon the World Court .
or upon any other international tribunal in any way connected
with the World Court the right or power to direct or ever
suggest that the United States shall furnish money and arms
to help prosecute any war anywhere? No.
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Sixth, If the United States does become a member of the
World Court, does she do so with the understanding that the
status of all her rights and interests as a nation shall remain
the same as before she became a member? Yes,

Seventh, If the United States becomes a member of the
World Court, will such membership in any way deprive the
people of the United States of the right which is theirs under
the Constitution to have their Congress determine at all times
and under all circumstances just when war shall or shall not
be declared? No.

Eighth. Is there any power anywhere in the provisions of the
measure creating and governing the World Court that can
take or that even undertakes to take away from the Government
of the United States her right to determine by herself and for
herself at all times when she will or will not go to war? No.

Ninth. Is there any provision under which the temporary
representatives of the nations of the earth in the World
Court, including those of the United States, could agree upon,
even if they wanted to, that would or could deprive the people
of the United States of their constitutional right to have their
Congress, and no power but the Congress, to say when and
under what circumstances war shall be declared? No.

Tenth. Then is it our desire and purpose in creating the
World Court to establish an international tribunal to provide
a place to which disagreements between oune nation and an-
other may be carried by the consent of both nations in a
sincere effort to arbitrate and adjust such differences in the
interest of right and justice and peace? Yes.

Eleventh. Is it true that the providing of a world court or
international arbitration board where international disputes
ean be carried and settled is for the purpose of encouraging
seftlement of differences by arbitration and discouraging and
preventing war and therefore for the purpose of saving the
lives of hundreds of thousands of human beings who would
surely die if war should come? Yes.

Twelfth. Then the purpose in creating a world court is fo
provide a place where international disputes may be settled
and can be settled in a peaceful way if both parties interested
agree to submit their cause to the court? Yes.

Thirteenth. Is not such a court, ereated by the will and com-
mon consent of the nations, providing a place to which dis-
agreements between one nation and another may be taken if
both nations agree, a wonderful step forward in the interest of
world peace? Yes.

Fourteenth. Is not this attempt on the part of more than
two-thirds of the Senate to set up an international peace
tribunal or World Court, to which nations may go with the
digputes between one nation and another and ask that they
be settled without going to war and killing hundreds, thou-
sands, and maybe millions of human beings, in keeping with the
teachings of Jesus of Nazareth, the Prince of Peace? Yes.

Then why not go in and let our influence be felt on the side
of peace and against war?

WORLD FEACH

Senators, have you forgotten the sad and exciting scenes
witnessed all over the United States when our boys first heard
the call to arms and bade father and mother, wife, and sweet-
heart good-by as they went away into a foreign land to help
put down a war that they did not bring about and could not
prevent? We saw them go away buoyant and strong, with a
look of determination on thelr faces and the light of battle
in their eyes. They gave a good account of themselves on the
battle fields of France. They performed their duty with last-
ing credit to themselves and enduring honor to their counfry.
They did their part and cur country did its part in puiting
down that war. Will we now fail to do our part in joining
with other nations to prevent the appearance of another such
war? Shall we, the greatest single peace force in all the world
now, stand aloof and refuse to unse our national good will and
influence along with other nations in an international movement
to prevent war in the future? Senators, have you forgotten
how the casualty list of our dead and wounded grew from the
time we entered the conflict till the close of that terrible war?
Do we no longer remember how American fathers and mothers
read that list every morning in the newspapers, and read it
with fear and trembling each day, praying as they read that
their boy's name would not appear in the list of the slain.

Mr; President, the Congress that has the power to declare
war and the power to compel the citizen to leave his home and
loyed ones to go to the battle front and give his life, if need be,
in the cause of his country, ought not now to hesitate to permit
the country to use its moral influence in time of peace to
oppose and if possible prevent war. If we were willing to eall
4,000,000 of our boys into the military service and willing
to expend billions of dollars in helping to end a foreign war
that slapped our Nation in the face and forced us to fight
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to protect and defend our own rights and liberties, we shonld
be quick and eager now to give the weight of our influence to
an international movement in which the same foreign nations—
those who fought side by side with us in the World War—are
found striving to create an International peace movement to
prevent another such war. I am in faver of having a repre-
sentative of the United States sitting in an international peace
tribunal, ever lifting his voice and using his influence on the
side of peace.

We helped to end the last war. Let us now join in with other
nations and do everything that we can to prevent war in the
future. Medical science in its fight against disease is more
concerned to-day In preventive measures than anything else.
How to keep the human race well and fit for the duties and
responsibilities of life is the paramount question,

Time was when the demon of typhoid fever stalked abroad
in the land spreading terror amongst the people and Kkilling
thousands and tens of .thousands. But the crusading men of
genius and vision in the medical world declared that they wonld
carry on their fight against him until they could enable every
home in America to fortify itself against his secret and in-
sidious attacks and render him helpless and harmless. They
succeeded in doing that. They can inject a serum into the
human body and prevent the person so treated from having
typhoid fever at all.

There was another demon in the old days called diphtheria.
He crept noiselessly and unseen into the homes of all christen-
dom and blew his poisonous breath into the mouth and nos-
trils: of sleeping babes, sending into their little tender throats
the disease germs of certain death. And the men of the
medical world set themselves to the task of preventing dipth-
theria, and to the joy of every father and mother in all christen-
dom they have succeeded in doing so.

Senators, another demon known as tetanus in medical phrase-

ology, but known generally as *lockjaw " amongst the people.
He used to quietly ereep upon those whe had been wounded in
their daily work in the peaceful pursuit of life and drop in the
poisonons germs of death. Men of the medical world continued
their warfare upon tetanus, or lockjaw, until they have not
only provided a certain cure but a serum that will make the
patient immune to the disease ever after. But, Mr. President,
some of the doctors in those days warned fathers and mothers
and patients not to even think of trying the new remedy, but
the fathers and mothers who saw the old remedies fail said no
harm can come in trying the new.
* The time to prepare against war is in time of peace. As I
said in substance a moment ago, the United States Government
is spending thousands and hundreds of thousands of dollars to
protect our horses, mules, and cattle against the spread of the
dreadful foof and mouth disease, and I repeat we are cooperat-
ing with other nations and spending hundreds of thousands of
dollars to protect our hogs and preserve their lives against the
ravages of hog cholera. What are we doing to cooperate with
other nations to prevent war and preserve the lives of our
American boys?

President Wilson is the first man that ever started an effec-
tive world movement against war. Through the hitherto long
and unchallenged reign of war nations have burdened and op-
pressed their people with taxes to provide for and carry on
war. President Wilson taught the world the importance and
feasibility of organizing the peace-loving nations of the earth
into a mighty world force to promote peace and prevent war.
He broke his health and shortened his life preaching a ernsade
against war and urging the creation of a world tribunal to
secure and keep the peace of the world.

Senators, the gloomy and pessimistic prophets of evil would
have us believe that the foreign countries, almost ruined
financially and bled white by the World War, are not interested
in preventing war but are simply setting a trap for us, the
people who won the war, saved their lives, saved their coun-
tries, and saved the liberty of the world; that they are now
simply seeking to Injure and cripple us, the most liberty loving
and greatest peace force in all the world. Remember that
ten millions of their sons have been murdered by war in the
last 10 years. Are we, as intelligent men—men worthy to sit
in this body—to accept the theory that the bereaved fathers
and mothers, sisters and brothers, wives and sweethearts across
the sea are really trying to inveigle us into doing something
that will produee wars rather than prevent them—are trying
to provide means by which their peace and happiness may be
destroyed, and their sons, husbands, and sweethearts may be
k_illegl by the millions in the future? How absurd and ridicu-
lous

I am convinced that a real peace plan with the United States
in it will gnarantee the peace of the world for at least a
hundred years, and the money that is belng taken from the
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people of foreign nations to provide for and carry on war will
be spent, much of it, for cotton and meat and grain and other
things produced in the United States.

Christ told his disciples to go into a certain city and enter
the homes of the people; and if they would not receive them
and the truth they brought, to withdraw and shake the dust
off their feet as they departed.

Senators wonder why we should want to go into the World
Court, and then provide that we may withdraw if we want
to do 0. We are offering them our good offices; we shall be
gitting there for the purpose of promoting peace; but if we
find that the court is organized for some other purpose we have
the right and we have the way provided through which we
can get out. Mr. President, if we should not declare our right
to get out, then these pessimistic prophets of evil would com-
plain because of our failure to do so. They are very hard to
please, indeed.

Oppouents of the World Court resolution ask, “ Why go into
the court at all? Why not stay as we have always been?"”
Mr, President, the effort to create an international peace
tribunal for the purpose of promoting peace in the world has
been made necessary by the horrors and sorrows of the great
World War.

Modern war has become the deadliest enemy of the human
race.

Again I say, how to prevent war in the future is the
greatest problem confronting the human race to-day.

The number of human beings killed and the amount of
money spent during the last great war have convinced the
peace-loving nations of the earth that they must unite their
strength in a world-wide movement to prevent war in the
future.

It is quite natural that such a movement shounld follow the
great World War.

Those of you who are trying to keep the nations divided and
standing apart are playing into the hands of those who profit
by war. You ecan not stop this great movement. God is in it,
and above the noise and confusion sought to be created by
some of the opponents of this measure we can hear the voice
of the Master:

Blessed are the peacemakers, for they shall be called the children of
God.

You can not stop this movement which looks to * Peace on
earth and good will to men.”

If you dam up the river of progress, at your cogt and peril let it be.
It will break down your dam and, despite you, make its way on to
the sea.

The men and women of vision, Mr. President, and the men
and women of faith are the ones who have been of real value
to the human race. Everyone who knows anything knows that
we had nothing to do with bringing on the last great war.
We were here at home attending to our own business: but we
were drawn into that war when we were here at home attending
to our own business, and we had fto form an alliance with
other nations to fight that war to the end, and we pledged
every dollar that we had and every drop of blood to help put
that war down.

And may we not, in all propriety, now join with our allies
and other peace-loving nations to help keep war down?

May we not now, in all propriety, go in and sit with other
peace-loving nations, and by our presence show that we are not
only ready and willing but anxious to use our influence on the
gide of peace?

The old system, with its secret diplomacy and hidden in-
trigues, constituted the hotbed and breeding place of war.

We are seeking to get away from the old system, we are
seeking to have all international cards laid upon the table and
have all international agreements openly arrived at, and we
are asking that all the decisions of the World Coart shall be
made public. Are not all these things desirable and com-
mendable?

We are setting up this international tribunal for the purpose
of uniting the peace-loving forces of the earth into a world-
wide movement to promote peace and prevent war.

Are not all these things desirable? Senafors, in the name
of the boys now living and of millions yet unborn, I appeal to
you to join with us in supporting this world tribunal to pre-
vent war, -

War, this grim and murderous monster, does not call fo
battle the weak and feeble men of a country. He calls the
strong and vigorous, the pick and flower of its manhood; and
wherever he breathes forth his blighting, poisonous breath and
lifts his deadly band there are suffering, sorrow, and death.
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Mr. President, those who make millions out of war do not
want to put out of commission or destroy the agencies that
create war. A few years ago, here in the United States, the
wolf problem became one of great moment to the flockmasters
or sheep raisers of the West. Great droves of wolves devoured
sheep by hundreds and thousands. The sheep owners employed
scores of men to gnard their sheep and shoot the wolves, but
the wolf problem was too great and too expensive for them
to solve it by themselves, so they called upon the Government
of the United States to help in the war of wolf extermination,
The Government employed men to go there and stay there until
that work was done.

But, Mr. President, there is a strange and interesting story
to the effect that when more than three-fourths of the wolves
had been killed, and wolf extermination was about to be aec-
complished, it suddenly dawned upon these Government agents
that if they killed off all the western wolves they would =oon
be out of a job, so after that for quite a while they did not
shoot to kill but indulged only in friendly firing, just enongh
to frighten the wolves away from the sheep, while giving the
wolf pack time to inerease their numbers and keep the agents
on the pay roll of the Government.

But the western sheep owners discovered after a while that
the wolf shooters sent out there by the Government were more
interested in keeping enough wolves alive, to keep their jobs
intact and their salaries going, than they were in protecting
the property of the western sheep raiser or in annihilating the
great enemy of the western sheep.

So it is, Mr. President, with those who make money out of
war. They do not want any tribunal anywhere that will put
them out of business. War to them is a delightful thing. It
means millions and hundreds of millions of dollars in their
pockets. Thelr money is being spent in a secret way now, and
their propaganda is being circulated in the name of misleading
societies here in a desperate effort to keep us out of the World
Court. They know that if this great, peace-loving Nation ever
takes her place at the council table of an international peace
tribunal, war, with all its horrors, is doomed for many years
o come,

Through their secret and cleverly disguised propaganda they
have deceived some good men and women into believing that
it would be an unfortunate and dangerous thing for the United
States to give her assurance to the other peace-loving nations
of the earth that she is ready to lend her moral influence to a
worid movement to promote peace and prevent war; that she
is ready to let the world know that she is positively on the side
of peace and against war.

The last great war—the World War—was not a local war.
It was an international war and it required international
agreements and alliances to put it down. Are we not now
justified in going into an international tribunal in time of
peace for the purpose of advising and urging that all nations
settle their disputes by arbitration rather than by war?

In view of our recent sad and very costly experience in the
great World War, is it not our duty to do what we can and .
employ every legitimate and peaceful means at our command
to prevent the coming of another such war?

President Wilson, the brilliant, masterful, and victorious
Commander in Chief of our Army and Navy during the great
World War, promised our boys and their fathers and mothers
that he would do all in his power to prevent the recurrence of
another such war. He kept his pledge, and the efforts that he
put forth are bearing fruit to-day; and while the World Court
is not altogether the peace plan that he suggested, it is a world
plan for world peace.

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. Swanxsox], who has led this
fight and who has done more than anyone else here or now
living to establish an international peace tribunal, has sub-
mitted reservations which will in every particular protect and
safeguard the Monroe doctrine, our domestic concerns, and our
national sovereignty.

Mr, President, Austin Phelps said:

As goes America, so goes the world.

Then, since America iz at last about to take her stand on the
gide of international peace, I believe that we are justified in
predicting a long and uninterrupted reign of world peace.

In our efforts to establish a peace tribunal where we can
have international disputes settled by arbitration and without
the shedding of a single human being’s blood are we not doing
the will. of the Master, who preached, “Teace on earth and
good will to men” ? Are not those of us who fayor a fair and

peaceful settlement of international disputes, instead of resort-
ing to war and killing human beings, justified in asking the
question of those who oppose us, * Who is on the Lord's side?”




1926

The inspired word of God in the old Bible tells us of a day
that iz to come when—

They shall beat their swords into plowshares and their spears into
pruning hooks; nation shall not 1ift up sword against nation, neither
shall they learn war any more,

Mr. President, the question that we are about to determine
is whether the United States will take her stand on the side
of those who are seeking to promote peace in the world or con-
tinue to stand by the old war-breeding system, which has just
recently produced the most destructive war in the history of
the human race,

No one here is more anxious than I am to protect and
safeguard in every particular our American rights and inter-
ests, and I have been instrumental in having our national
interests protected in every way. I do not want to see my
country moving out among the nations for the purpose of con-
quest or military glory, but I do want to see her opposing
war and preaching the gospel of peace amongst the nations, and
pointing the way, as Henry Grady, of Georgia, said. up which
all the nations of the earth shall come in God's appointed time.

Ameriea, incarnated spirit of liberty, with good will toward
all nations and malice toward none, but with a prayer for peace
on earth and good will to men, we bid her onward and ever on—

'Til the volce of war is stilled,
'Til the haven of peace Is won
And the purpose of God fuilfilled.

Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President, I congratulate the distin-
guished Senator from Alabama on delivering what I believe to
be the strongest defense that I have ever heard of the position
of those who opposed the late war, and the greatest denuncia-
tion that I have heard pronounced against those who voted
for it.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I am sure all Senators want
to have a vote reached as soon as possible, and 1 do not wish
to take the time of the Senafe. I have received a number of
letters urging me to vete for the World Court and some urging
me to vote against it. I ask permission to place in the Recorp
my reply to these letters, to save time,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Coreraxp in the chair).
Without objeetion, it will be so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

My Dear Str: I have your letter relative to the World Court and
shall always be glad to have your views on this or any other maiter,
as I have a high regard for you and appreciate your friendship.

The year before my lnst election 1 visited every county in Georgia
and spoke at the courthouse and In most of the towns. In every
speech I referred to the horrors of war, with its sorrow and anguish,
and told the people that I would vote in favor of this ecourt of justice
to prevent war if I did not receive one vote for reelection to the
United States Senate. 1 feel it my duty to earry out the promises I
make to the people of my State.

Under the Constitution only Senators and Representatives in Con-
gress can vote to declare war and send our boys to the battle field.
My predecessor in the Senate voted for war, but I pray I may never
have to do so. If the world could only have had a court of justice
to arbjtrate differences between natlons in 1914, the lives of a hundred
thousand American boys and millions of other lives lost In the last
war could have been saved. Do you not think I ought to do some-
thing to prevent another such war? I know the horrors of war
through my correspondence with the fathers and mothers of thousands
of Georgia soldier boys I have helped with their claims.

I vislied the cemeteries In France and saw the graves of thousands
of brave Anierican boys, and the boy I loved the best in all the world,
my brother's only child and the youngest captain in the Army, was
killed in Prance. You ean understand why I should be so opposed to
war, and when mwy term is over I can look in the faces of the mothers
and tell them that it was my privilege to help find a way to arbitrate
our differences so as to save their boys from death on the battle field.

When you or your neighbors differ about matters, or if two farmers
are In dispute about the location of a lot line, or twe business men
disagree about a business transaction, you do not get your gun and
kill the men with whom you differ. You go to the courthouse and
both submit your side of the case to a jury of 12 men and ablde by
their decision instead of killing each other. Why should our country,
if it bas a difference with another couniry, send our boys to war
instead of having an opportunity to submit our differences to 11 un-
biased men, just as we submlt our domestic differences to a Jury of
127 If anyone was so unwise as to urge that we abolish juries to
settle our differences and go back to killing each other with pistols
and shotguns, no one would vote for such a change—certainly no
Christian people would think of doing such a thing. Why not prevent
our country going to war by arbitrating our differences with other
nations before an impartial tribunal?
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I have done eVerything I could to- prevent foreigners from over-
flowing our shores and as a member of the Immigration Committee
wlll continue to do my utmost to keep them out. Senator Jim REEp,
of Missourl, who is leading the fight against the World Court, differed
with me in this and strongly opposed the immigration bill whieh 1
supported. I think there is a thousand times more danger to our
country from overflow of Europeans than there would be in arbitrat-
ing such differences as we wish to submit to a court. From state-
ments contained in several letters that I have received, the World
Court s entirely misunderstood by some. Some letters say the
The majority
of the judges on the court are not Catholies. I received thousends of
letters from Protestant ministers and members of Protestant churches
urging me to support this ecourt of justice, but have not received a
single letter from a Catholic priest urging my support. The Baptlsts,
Methodists, Presbyterlans, Episcopalians, Unitarians, Christians, and
all Protestant ehurches are supporting it.

The conditions under which we shall support this court are plainly
and clearly set forth. One is that the court can not consider any
case or question in which the United States Is Interested in any
manner without consent of the United States. Another condition is
that at any time by a majority vote of Congress we ecan withdraw
from the court. Domestic questions, such as immigration, citizenship,
Monroe doctrine, and like questions, can not be submitted to this
court. Another condition is that we in no way become associated
with the League of Nations by becoming a member of the court,

I feel sure you have been misinformed about the conditions under
which we shall join the court and that after careful study of condi-
tlons and reservations yon will approve my voting for the measure
with the hope of preventing our Georgia boys ever having to go to
another war.

Sincerely yours,

Mr. GILLETT. Mr. President, I am sorry that the original
Swanson reservations have been changed at all. It does not
seem to me that the changes and additions have added ma-
terially to the security of the United States. In my opinion
they are quite superfluous, and they make our adherence to
the court look somewhat suspicious and grudging, However,
I defer to the judgment of those who have charge of the matter
and presume they were right in thinking that it was politic
to make the changes; but, personally, I regret it.

I do not think that all the first reservations, even, were
necessary. For instance, the very first one of the original
reservations reads as follows: ;

That such adhesion shall not be taken to involve any legal relation
on the part of the United States to the League of Nations or the
assumption of any obligations by the United States under the covenant
of the League of Nations constituting part 1 of the treaty of Versailles,

I do not think that was necessary. I think, without that,
it was clear that the United States was not assuming any
obligations under the League of Nations treaty. It seems to
me that the opposition, when they argue as they have, that the
League of Nations is closely related to this World Court, do
not prove anything material. They say that the World Court
is an agent or creation or functionary or part and parcel of the
League of Nations. Admit for the sake of argument that that
is true. That does not prove that the United States, by ad-
hering to the World Court, assumes any obligations under the
covenant of the league. The question that decides that is,
What new relations to the League of Nations does the United
States assume by adhering to this treaty?

By this treaty we do just two things. We say, first, that
a representative of the United States will unite with the rep-
resentatives of the other nations in voting for members of the
court ; secondly, that we will pay part of the expenses of the
court. Does that add to our obligations under the League of
Nations? It seems to me clear that it does not at all. I do
not think any representative of the United States will be
contaminated by association with the other members of the
electoral college ; I do not think our money will become talnted
by going through the treasury of the league; and I do mot
think the obligation of the United States is in the slightest
degree affected by its adhering to this statute. Consequently,
it seems to me that even that reservation was superfinons.

I suppose the reason why it was suggested was because the
opponents of the World Court from the very outset charged
that adherence to it was a step toward the United States enter-
ing the league—" entering by the back door” was their favorite
expression—and I suppose it was thought politic and wise to
state by this reservation that we were not assuming any obli-
gations of the league in order to contradict that argument.
Except for that purpose, it does not seem to me that there was
any reason at all for even that first reservation.
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Why was it that the United States did not Join the League
of Nations? It was because we did not wish to become en-
tangled with the political disputes of Europe, and we did not
wish to give up any right to independent action. Are those
two motives in the slightest affected by joining with other
nations in voting for judges of a court, by paying part of the
expenses of the court, and by submitting to that court what-
ever disputes we wish, and absolutely no others? If seems to
me preposterous to claim that that was an assumption of obli-
gation on the part of the United States.

Of course, this court does come from the league and is
favored by the league. To me, that is a matter of entire in-
difference. I appreciate that in the case of some Senators who
were here during the very heated debates upon the league,
there is left some personal and political feelings, which are
not easy to forget, and which probably have not yet died out.
I have no such feclings, however. While I do not want the
United States to join the'league, I have the kindliest feelings
toward it. I regret its failures; I rejoice in its successes.
1 hope the league will prove, as seems likely, a beneficent
factor in the political affairs of Europe and may smooth out
international difficulties and act as a clearing house for minor
complications until it has won prestige and power sufficlent to
grapple with the big problems. I hope it may achieve even
more guccessfully for Europe the good will and cooperation
that the Pan American Union is bringing to this hemisphere,
I hope we shall eooperate with its good work, Indeed, I hope
international cooperation will steadily increase, for with na-
tions, as with men, acquaintance and cooperation is apt to
lead to friendliness and good will.

I do not think the World Court was created by the League
of Nations. It seems to me the World Court technically was
created not by the league, but by the statute; but that again to
me is a matter of indifference. I do not care so much for its
origin as for its effect, I am not so much interested in its pedi-
gree as in its progeny; and if it will accomplish the results that
I wish, then it matters little to me whether it is of American
or of league origin, although it gratifies my national pride to
know that America has long and steadfastly urged this very
project; and it gratifies my personal feelings and increases my
confidence in the court to know that one of the most influential
agents in the formation of the procedure of the court was that
wise, far-sighted statesman, Elihu Root, to whom to-day is as
applicable as to any living man the epigram of Mackintosh—

A name that would add authority to truth and furnish some excuse
even to error,

It is not surprising that Mr. Root has been quoted during
this debate by men on both sides. Criticisms he made of the
court have been cited. I do not suppose anybody in all the
50 nations that compromised on this court was entirely satis-
fied with it. I do not suppose there was a statesman who did
not feel some criticism of it. But I want to remind you that,
despite Mr. Root's strictures, which have been read, yet he
believed that the benefits of this court were vastly greater than
its defects, and he is heartily and earnestly in favor of the
adherence of the United States to the protocol.

1 can not see how sending a delegate to vote for members
of the court in conjunction with representatives of other na-
tions and sharing in its expenses and submitting to its jurisdic-
tion and decision in such cases as we choose is going to en-
tangle us with European problems or league interests or
jeopardize our independence of the league.

On the other hand, to refuse to support the court would
show indifference to the great cause of jndicial settlement of
international disputes, which is the most helpful pathway to
peace and the one which America has most persistently fol-
lowed, and our action now is awaited with eagerness by the
whole world. To join will give new heart to the peace lovers;
to refuse would discourage them. And when the League of
Nations, following the lead of the United States in The Hague
conventions, adopting the spirit and the letter of American
statesmen, formulates this enlightened plan for a World Court
I think we ought to welcome it with gratitude and hopefulness.

Coming to the new reservation about advisory opinions, I do
not approve of that change., It seems to me quite superfluous.
It does not seem to me that without that reservation there is
reason to fear that any advisory opinion would either be asked
or given in the future which would affect the United States.

I was one of those who would have preferred that the court
did not have any jurisdiction at all to render advisory opinions,
but that jurisdiction was given to them, and I must confess
that experience so far has justifled the experiment. The action
of the council so far in referring matters to the World Court
hasg enhanced its reputation.
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The council, of course, is a political body. It is supposed to
act from motives of political expediency, and all the questions
which the council has submitted to the court the council had
the right to decide without any such opinion. They counld have
decided them on political lines. But the council, instead of
doing that, did what they were not obliged to, and referred
the legal questions to the court and agreed to abide by the
decisions of the court. Thereby it geems to me the council has
enhanced its standing in the opinion of the world as a body
trying to do what was right and fair and just instead of what
was politieally expedient. Therefore it seems to me that so
far the conduet both of the council and of the court have
strengthened the arguments of those who thought the court
ought to have jurisdiction to render advisory opinions.

The court action in relation to those opinions has been exactly
what those who favor the court and those who oppose the court
approve. They have notified all parties in interest of the hear-
ings; they have had the hearing in open court; they have had
it conform exactly to judicial proceedings; they have given
their opinions publicly in all cases where the different parties
in interest came before them, and in the only case where one
of the parties refused to submit to its jurisdiction the court
refused to comply with the request of the council and decided
that they would not render any opinion. That is exactly what
I suppose everybody in this Chamber desires and approves.
And under this practice they conld never render an advisory
opinion affecting us unless we submitted to their jurisdiction.

It is suggested and, of course, it 1s troe that the court might
reverse itself. In the ease where it refused to give an opinion
because one of the parties refused to appear the decision was
by a vote of T to 4, and it is said that some of the 7 might
go over and join the 4. Of course, that is possible, but it
seems to me it is utterly improbable, so improbable that I do
not conslder it a danger. The judges of a court are actuated
by human motives, like the rest of us, and every court and
every judge is jealous of the power and of the independence
of the court. Therefore having once declared its independence
of the council, having asserted that it had a right to decide for
itself whether it should give an opinion or not, and was not
bound by the request of the council, was not subject to the
orders of the council, according to all principles of human
action the court in the future will be vastly more likely to hold
to that opinion than to reverse it. The 4 will be much more
likely to go and join the 7 in upholding the independence of the
court than the 7 will to go and join the 4. Particularly after
the explicit statement of the United States that we will not be
bound by an advisory opinion which affects it, unless it con-
sents, the World Court will be very slow to reverse itself.

No court is seeking to make a breach with any great country.
Therefore the great probability is that, instead of reversing
ttillle:anlelwa. they will affirm the ground which they have already

ten.

Indeed, I would go farther than that. I do not think there
is any danger that the couneil, political body that it is, would
ever request the court to give an advisory oplnion where the
United States was interested and where the United States
objected, because, while the council may be perfectly willing to
flout the United States, the council does not care to be flouted
by the United States, and we have given them notice that if
they do request such an advisory opinion we will not regard it.
Therefore it seems to me the council wounld never ask the court
for an advisory opinion which they were sure would not be
regarded by the party to be affected thereby. Of course they
have a right to ask it. As Burke said, “ Man has a right to
shear the wolf.” But they are not very likely to engage in
such an unprofitable occupation.

So I do not think that without this reservation there would
be the slightest danger that the United States would ever be
affected by an advisory opinion. 1 do not think the council
would ever ask one or that the court would ever yield to such
a request.

This reservation will not lessen the opposition in this Cham-
ber to the World Court, though it may remove one talking point,
but I suppose it is possible that it may relieve some honest
apprehension.

I fear that on both sides of this general guestion there has
been much exaggeration. I do not refer to Senators particu-
larly, but in the debate that has been golng on in the last
three years throughout the country I fear that those who are
in favor of the World Court have exaggerated the Lenefits that
are to come from our entrance, and I fear that those who have
opposed the World Court have exaggerated the dangers.

We are not going far toward world peace, which is the goal
at which we are all alming, by simply giving our adherence to
a court which can only try cases which the partles agree to
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submit to it. It Is obviously but a first step, and but a short
step. To be sure, there is in the statute that optlonal pro-
vision allowing nations to agree to compulsory jurisdiction,
but it is rather pathetic to note who the nations are that have
made this agreement that all their disputes shall be submitted
to the court. It is only the weak, the small naiions, those
which ecan not defend themselves. It is the fragile china ves-
sels which want a court, The iron pots are not afraid of a
collizion. The defenseless nations, which have no armed pro-
tection against an aggressive neighbor, agree to submit all
their disputes to the jurisdiction of the court, butr the great
powers, confident in their strength, prefer to reserve to them-
selves the arbitrament of force. It reminds me of the verse:

Laws, we are told by ancient sages,
Have been like cobwebs in all ages.
Cobwebs for little flles are spread,
And laws for little folks are made.

But if an insect of renown,

Hornet or beetle, wasp or drone,

Be caught in guest of sport or plander,
The flimsy fetter Gles in sunder.

So here, it is only the small folk, the weak nations, that
have agreed to compulsory jurisdietion.

At the same time, I recognize that it could not be otherwise.
No treaty which provided for compulsory jurisdiction would
be ratified here, and very likely would not have been ratified
by any of the powerful nations. We had to begin by a first
step. But I am sure the hope of every peace lover, the hope of
every believer that recourse to a court is a better method of set-
tling international disputes than war, is that the time will
come—it will not be in our day—when this court will have
proved itself such a just and satisfactory arbiter of inter-
national quarrels that the great powers will follow the example
of the small and out of self-interest will all gladly submit
themselves to its jurisdiction; that they will find that it is
better for them to lose a case before a court than to win one
by war; and that finally all the nations will agree to the com-
pulsory jurisdiction.

But, of course, that is a distant goal. Yet it is that at which
we aim. This is a step, but only a short step, toward that goal.

There is a class of people who say that we always have had
wars and we always shall have wars until human nature
changes, and that it is hopeless to try to prevent them. I have
no patience with that kind of talk. I do not imagine that this
World Court is an immediate panacea for war, but I do belleve
that mankind and civilization are progressing. The world is
better than it was a thonsand or a hundred years ago and will
be still better a hundred or a thousand years hence. “I doubt
not through the ages an increasing purpose runs,” and the
time Is going to come, the {ime is sure to come, when men will
be so infelligent and so civilized that they will find some per-
manent remedy for the horror and scourge of war. I do not
suppose we have yet reached that goal, but I do believe the
time is surely coming. It is possible that this is the genera-
tion, the fortunate generation, that is destined to reach that
goal and abolish war. No one can tell.

The last war ought to have made the hatred of war more
intense than it ever was before. It had more horrors, more
destructiveness than ever before, and it instilled into the
minds of the whole world an appreciation of its wastefulness
and terror. It did another thing. It took away all of the
glamour of war. There has always been an appeal of the war-
rior to the young of both sexes. When the typical man of
war was a splendid young athlete, a young man of courage
and vigor, to whom his mother said, “Come back with your
shield or on it,” there was a heroism that appealed to man-
kind. But the last war stripped much of that away. It
showed that now the typical winner of war, instead of being
a noble athletic young hero, is likely to be a withered,
spectacled old man sitting back in a laboratory and developing
some method of destroying millions of men, women, and chil-
dren without any danger to himself. So it seems to me much
of the glamour has been taken away while the horribleness has
increased.

Therefore this generation ought to feel more keenly than
any before that they should do what they can to prevent war,
As I said, it is just possible, although I do not think it prob-
able, that this is the generation which in the wisdom of
Providence has been destined to end the scourge of war. At
any rate, whether it has or not, the only way that scourge
ever will be ended is for each generation as it comes to strive
carnestly along the lines which they recognize as best to abol-
ish war. I think there is no question that in this generation
our wisest statesmen have recognized that the best chance of
a substitute for war is recourse to a court. 5o as that is not
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only the American but the world-wide belief, it iz our duty
to follow out that course and try to make the court a pre-
cursor of the end of war.

Probably it will not succeed now, but it may. At any rate, it
is up to us to do our duty, to follow the lines which this gener-
ation has decided are the best, and then in the future let the
next generation follow out its lines with the assurance that
some time a method will be found whichewill end all war.

The resolution which is before us providing for the adherence
of the United States to the World Court is the best step toward
ending war that we know of. Practically all the rest of the
nations of the world have agreed to it. Why should not we?

In closing, if I may say a personal word, representing as
I do in part the State of Massachusetts, we feel there that
we are a peculiarly law-abiding and law-respecting Common-
wealth. I do not know that we are any more so than every
other State of the Union. I hope we are not. At any rate,
our people have learned to look to their courts as their security.
I think only those distrust the fairness and wisdom of our
State judiciary who have not lived among us long enough to
have experienced their beneficent effects. The high rank and
efficiency of our State judges in every grade of our courts, not
only now but throughout the last century, have made us respect
and trust the administration of the law and be a law-abiding
people. To be sure, our State motto is “ Ense petit placidam
sub libertate guietem "—By the sword we seek peace with
liberty—but for generations that sword has been sheathed as
against our sister States. We have learned that the courts are
a better arbiter. And as we look back on the *placidam
quietem,” the unruffled peace which our courts have brought
us, we wish that peace to be extended to all, and we look with
ardent longing to the day when all the nations will trust their
disputes to judicial deecision as instinctively and confidingly as
we have learned to do, and we should like to malke applicable
to the whole world that noble phirase which our fathers im-
bedded in our State constitution, that it may be * a government
of laws and not of men.”

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, there seems fo be a wide
difference of opinion with regard to the World Court guestion
now before us. The junior Senator from Alabama [Mr. Hes-
LIN] a few moments ago declared that if we were in the World
Court we would practically abolish war. I have here a copy
of an article by the Hon. Edward M. House, who was during
the Wilson administration one of the close advisers of the
President, or supposed to have been. This article appeared
May 16, 1925, in Collier’'s National Weekly. A paragraph in it
was very interesting to me, and I wish to read as follows:

If Germany had not made the blunder of violating her treaty with
Belgium and the blunder of conducting a pitiless undersea warfare, it
would have been at least doubtful whether we finally would have landed
in the allied camp or the camp of the Central Powers.

At the beginning of the war it was said that we went into
the war for the safety of democracy and to put down German
militarism. Aeccording to Colonel House, if it had not been
for some blunder that Germany made we might have gone into
the war to put down British militarism and French militarism.
The senior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LENrooT] a ‘ew days
ago said that he was the last one to claim that joining the
World Court would abolish war, and the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. GiLLerr], who just addressed the Senate, ad-
mitted practically the same thing, although he hoped that it
would be a step in that direction.

These conflicting opinions on the World Court have bheen
rather amazing to me. Some apparently think that the Perma-
nent Court of International Justice is the greatest question
before our Nation and that if we will only consent fo go into
it, always with a few reservations, it will bring peace, pros-
perity, and happiness to our people and to the people of the
world, while others are equally emphatic that it is a dangerous
proposition and that its acceptance would be conirary to the
traditions and principles of American Government and that it
would be a most serious menace to our couniry. There are
others who say it does not amount to anything, anyway, and
that we might as well join,

Some are in favor of the World Court resolution because the
late President Wilson, “the greatest President of modern
times,” was for it. Some favor it because President Coolidge,
“the idol of the American people,” is for it. Some will vote
to go into the World Court for the very logical reason that
the platform of the “ Grand Old Party” in 1924 advocated it
or because the platform of the Democratic Party in 1924 advo-
cated it. To be consistent I think that notice should be served
on this side of the Chamber or that at least an understanding
should be had as to whether or not anyone who, by his vote
on this question, does not uphold the party platform aud the
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President, will be officially kicked out of the Republican Party. | ever, that a great step toward world peace and disarmament

It seems that on this side of the Chamber a vote for the
World Court is to be considered a test of real Republicanism,
but on the other side of the Chamber it is to be considered a
test of real Democracy; rather a peculiar coincidence, Mr.
President.

There are some of us who have felt for a long time that
there was mighty liftle difference between machine Republi-
canism and machine Democracy. According to the newspaper
reports, there is even a sort of cooperation between the two
sides of the Chamber on the tax bill; that is, we are told
that they are going to cooperate to lower the surtaxes of the
multimillionaires. Of course, I am only a farmer and not
learned in the law, and I will admit that it has been rather
difficult for me to understand some of the reasonings that
have been so ably and fluently set forth for the World Court ;
but it does seem to me that some vital points have been
omitted. It is rather surprising to me that some of our
political leaders who, during the campaign of 1924, were so
alarmed and who so patriotically acelaimed that the Progres-
give platform was radical and would undermine the Constitu-
tion of the United States and endanger our sacred American
institutions, have not raised the same objection to the World
Conrt resolution. Surely there was nothing in the Progressive
platform of 1924 half so radical or contrary to the original
intention of the Constitution of the United States as the join-
ing of a European world court under the control of the League
of Nationg, of which we are not even a member.

1 am indeed surprised that some of our zealous and ever-
watchful officials have not raised the objection that the
World Court might become contaminated with radicalism,
socialism, communism, bolshevism, or some of the other dan-
gerous “isms” so common in Europe and so dangerous in the
United States.

Mr. President, it is to be noted that even the most ardent
proponents of the court insist on reservations. Why? Mr.
President, they insist on those reservations evidently to make
the court safe and sane for the United States. If has been
claimed repeatedly that our adherence to the court will in no
wise connect us with the League of Nations, but the very
first reservation generally agreed to on this point makes this
specific statement, that such adherence shall not be taken to
involve any legal relations on the part of the United States
to the League of Naftions. Reservation No. 2 is rather inter-
esting in that it provides that the United States may have a
part in the election of the judges.

Especially is reservation No. 3 of interest, which provides
that the United States will pay a fair share of the expenses to
be determined and appropriated by Congress—determined and
appropriated by Congress! Are we to pay according to serv-
ire rendered, a cerfain amount for favorable opinions and a
lesser amount for adverse decisions? Is that what is meant
by a fair share? If we are to pay a fair share, why not let
the League of Nations say what that fair share shall be?

Mr. President, it is hard to judge from the arguments that
have been presented just what will be the effect or result of
our adoption of this World Court resolution. I wish again to
quote Colonel House in Collier's Weekly, Colonel House
said :

The World Conrt i a gesture in the right direction, but it is not
enough, When, and if, we adhere to the World Court, our position
will not be materlally different from what it is now. As a member we
can, but need not, submit any eontroversy to the court. As & non-
member we have the same opportunity and the same lack of eobligation.

I do not know but what those who say that the court does
not amount to anything, after all, are more nearly right than
those who have argued the other way.

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Grirerr] a few min-
utes ago said he was not so much interested as to whether the
League of Nations was the father of the court as he was in
the progeny. It occurred to me that it might be doubtful what
that progeny might be; as to what kind of a mongrel it might
be. I believe there is no question, however, as to the under-
standing of the rank and file of the people who have passed
resolutions or signed petitions for the court. They believe the
court for international justice means what the name implies.
They believe it means world peace. They believe it means dis-
armament. They believe it means better conditions for the
world in general. The propaganda for the court has said it
was for world peace and against war.

It wounld be impossible to ineclude enough reservations to
cover all the points that would be desirable or that would meet
all the objections that are raised. It does seem to me, how-

might be made if the reservation which I proposed a few days
ago were adopted.
It provides:

1. The signature and the adherence of the United States to the
statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice is conditioned
and dependent upon the establishment, under direction of the League
of Natlons, of an international police of the seas and the destruciion
of all armed vessels for use upon, beneath, or above the seas, except
such small vessels as are needed for police purposes by the imterna-
tional police of the seas.

Mr, President, if the seas, which are international highways,
could be internationally policed, thus doing away with the
great navies, which cost the taxpayers of the world billions of
dollars each year, we would be accomplishing something worth-
while, not only for our own people but for the world. This, it
seems to me, would be a step in the right direction for dis-
armament and for world peace. Talk about the World Court
being a gesture in the right direction? It seems to me that
by the adoption of this policing the seas reservation we could
make a full step toward disarmament.

I also have proposed a second reservation, which provides
that if at any time the United States is not satisfled with the
court, Congress may take action withdrawing from it. Our
withdrawal could not be considered by the court or the League
of Nations as in any sense an unfriendly or hostile act or
cause for war; simply the exercise of a friendly consideration
agreed upon as a condition to our joining the court.

Mr, President, the argument is advanced that the United
States should go into the World Court to help the poor people
of the European nations. That is all very well, but this good
work should begin at home. There is very great need of some-
thing being done to help a vast number of our own people.
Some Senators talk about being bound by party platforms.
Both of the old party platforms have for years pledged aid and
support to the farmers and workers. I would like to know
what has ever been done to carry out any of the pledges to
the farmer by either of the old parties. Do we owe anything
to the people who produce the agricultural products with which
to feed the Nation? Do we owe anything to the cotton pro-
ducers or wool producers? Do we owe anything to the people
who perform the labor and produce the wealth of the Nation?
Do we owe anything to the coal miners in the anthracite dis-
trict who, the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Reep] says, are
suffering great hardships and are on the verge of starvation?
Does the Republican Party owe anything to the farmers and
workers of America? Does the Democratic Party owe any-
thing to them? Of course, by concerted action of the Repub-
licans and Democrats on the pending tax bill it is proposed
to reduce the surtaxes of the farmers and workers. That will
help some people, but not the farmers and workers,

It would seem as if the mine operators are practicing the
policies advocated by the proponents of the World Court.

I believe it is generally understood before arms shall be taken
up in any case among the nations that are under the World
Court or in the League of Nations that there shall first be
iried what is known as economic pressure or economic sane-
tions; in other words, they will say, as the coal operators have
said to the miners, * If you do not be good, we will starve your
wives and children.” That is what is being done in the anthra-
cite region, and that is what is being done to-day in Europe
in the effort to bring the small nations into line.

Perhaps we shonld go into the World Court and help the
people of Europe get onto their feet, so that they may pay their
interest to the big international bankers. Why not help put
our American farmers and workers on their feef, so that they
may pay their local bankers the interest on their loans? It is
said that our joining the World Court will help to establish a
foreign market for the farmer’s surplus.

Mr, President, if we can get a decent price for our products
which are used for home consumption, we can feed our surplus
to the birds and fishes or give it to Europe and still make more
money than we are making now, and at the same time not neces-
sarily raise the price to the consumer.

It seems to me that it is very apt in this connection to refer
to the coal question, which has been under discussion on sev-
eral recent occasions. It has been shown that some of the
local dealers, not only here in the District of Columbia but in
other places, are making an immense profit on coal. It has been
stated by the junior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Rep]
and also by the senior Senator from West Virginia [Mr. NeeLy],
both those States being coal-producing States, that the prices
at the mines were not exorbitant and had not been materially
raised, but the price to the consumer has been materially
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raised, and therefore some one 1s making an enormous profit
because of the coal strike, and at the expense of the consumer.

It is my belief that the rank and file of the people of the
Tnited States are vastly more interested in having affairs of
our own Nation equitably adjusted than in undertaking to
adjust the affairs of Kurope.

Mr. President, a great deal of propaganda has been spread
on both sides for and against the World Court. There is no
question that the rank and file of our people throughout the
Nation want anything that ‘will establish world peace. The
only guestion, it seems to me, is as to whether or not this
particular measure will establish world peace. On Saturday
I offered a substitute for the reservation which had been of-
ferad in the first resolution, No. 5. In lieu of that reservation,
I offered the following:

That such signature and adherence of the United States to the pro-
tocol of the Permanent Court of International Justice is given with the
distinet understanding that the United Btates reserves the right to
withdraw its signature and adhesion thereto at any time that the Con-
gress of the United States may determine so to do, and that in event of
such withdrawal it shall in no way be considered an unfriendly act.

When the proper time comes I am going to move that this
sgubstitution be made in the Swanson resolution.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana obtained the floor.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quornm,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll,

The roll was called, and the following Senators answered to
their names:

Ashurst Gerry MeNar, Schall
Bayard Gillett Mayfield Sheppard
Bingham Glass Means Smit
Blease Gresne Metcalf Smoot
Borah Hale Moses Branfield
Bratton Harreld Neely Btephens
Broussard Harris Norbeck Swanson
Bruce Harrison Norris Trammell
Butler Heflin Nye Tyson
Cameron Howell Oddie T'nderwood
Capper Johnson Overman Wadsworth
Copelimd Jones, Wash, Pepper Walsh
Couzens Kendrick Phipps Warren
Cuartis Keyes Pine Watson
Dale La Follette Pittman Weller
Edge Lenroot Ransdell Wheeler
Ferris McKellar veed, Pa, Willlams
Fess McKinley Robinson, Ark. Willis
Fletcher MeLean Robinsen, Ind,

Frazier McMaster Sackett

Mr. CURTIS. I have been requested to announce the absence
of the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Erxst], the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. Gorr], the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dexeex], the Senator from California [Mr. SHorTRIDGE], the
Senator from Towa [Mr. BrooknarT], the Senator from Utah
[Mr. Kixg], the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Georce], and the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Caraway] in attendance upon
a meeting of the Committee on Privileges and Elections.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Seventy-eight Senators having
answered to their names, a quorum is present.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, I have been
very much interested from the beginning in this debate on the
World Court, from the moment when the President trans-
mitted to the Senate his message in which the recommendation
was made that we adhere to the protocol.

I had not intended to make any remarks at all on this
subject. I was anxious to learn all I could from the debate,
and I have listened as attentively as I could to all that has
been said on both sides of this question. I should like to have
brought myself to the position where I could have agreed thor-
oughly and consecientiously to support the recommendation
that we should adhere to this protocol of signature.

There were several reacons for this. The first of these reasons
wasg the fact that immediately upon my appointment as a
United States Senator from Indiana I made the public state-
ment that I would support the policies of the administration.
That was a voluntary statement on my part, and was not
requested in any sense of the word by anybody. I was glad
to make the statement, Mr. President, because the Chief Ex-
ecutive of this Nation enjoys to a very peculiar degree the
confidence of our pecple in Indiana and, I think, throughout
the country. We believe out there, sir—and I think it is the
general impression throughout the land—that much of the
great prosperity of American to-day is due to the wisdom of
the administration.

When the recommendation was fransmitted to the Senate
with reference to the World Court protocol, therefore, I ex-
amined it very carefully, recognizing as I did then, and as I
do now, and as all Senators recognize, that the Senate itself
has an executive dufy to perform in some matters. There is
both a legislative function and an execufive function which the
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Senate at times must exercise; and in these matters the Sen-
ate and individual SBenators can not merge their responsibility
with that of the Executive.

There is a presidential policy with reference to certain mat-
ters, and then there must be ultimately a senatorial policy
with reference to executive matters. It is up to the Chief
Executive of the United States to formulate the presidential
policy, and it certainly is up to the Senate itself to formulate
the senatorial policy as relates to executive matters where both
the Senate and the Chief Hxecutive are concerned.

Therefore we have an executive session of the Senate, which
is usually closed, although it may be open for the discussion
of executive business—the confirmation of nominations, for
one thing; the consideration of treaties, for another. In all
such matters, at the last degree and in the final analysis, Sena-
tors must make up thelr own minds and decide according to
their own consciences and according to their best convietions
as they are given to see the light. 5

Therefore, Mr. President, I have followed the debate closely,
recognizing that there was a responsibility upon my shoulders
in this matter. T wanted ultimately to vote intelligently, and
certainly I wanted to vote conscientiously. Whether or not
ultimately I may vote intelligently, I most certainly shall vote
consclentiously and in accordance with the deepest convic-
tions one can have.

I have been opposed to the entry of America into the League
of Nations from the time the suggestion was first made. I
have had the pleasure, and I certainly considered it under
the circumstances the duty, of going over the State of which I
have been a resident and speaking against what I thought was
an un-American proposition. I believed then, and I believe
now, that America never should enter the League of Nations.
I believed then, and I believe now, that America never should
accept any obligations under the League of Nations covenant,
or the treaty of Versailles so far as it has to do with the cove-
nant of the League of Nations. That was my position then.
It never has changed.

Then came about another proposition that gave me some little
difficulty unntil I could go into it carefully, think abont it seri-
cusly, and ultimately try to vote with regard to it intelli-
gently. I have reference to that paragraph in the Republican
Party platform drafted at the national convention of the party
in Cleveland in 1924,

I had the honor, sir, as a delegate from my State, to be at
that convention. I know something about that plank in the
platform. I knew something about it then, as other Members
of this body do and did. There was much discussion about it
at that time, and finally it was drafted in this wise:

The Republican Party reaffirms its stand for agreement among the
nations to prevent war and preserve peace. As an immediate step in
this directlon we indorse the Permanent Court of International Jus-
tice and favor the adherence of the United States to this tribunal as
recomnrended by President Coolldge. This Government has definitely
refused membership in the League of Nations and to assume any ob-
ligations under the covenant of the league. On this we stand,

Mr. President, I have always been a party man. 1 have
always been a member of the Republican Party, as I am to-day.
I have always voted the Republican ticket and believed in and
subseribed to Republican principles, as I do to-day, This is a
Government by parties. As long as it is, some party must be
charged with the responsibility of conducting the Government,
I believe in that principle of government. The Republican
Party has its platform of principles, and I subscribe to those
principles; and in the position I am about to take on the mat-
ter now before this body I think again I can conscientiously
vote my sentiments and my convictions and still subscribe to
the platform of my party.

To repeat, Mr. President, the platform says:

This Government has definitely refused membership in the League
of Nations and to assume any obligations under the covenant of the
league. On this we stand.

The question, therefore, Mr, President, is this, so far as I
am concerned as a party man: Do we assume any obligations
to the League of Nations if we adliere to the protocol of signa-
ture, as has been proposed in Senate Resolution No. 57

My answer is emphatically yes, if we go in; if we stay out,
no. If we go in—and I vote to go in—then it seems to me I am
not true to my party's pledge, having conscientious convietions
as I have just stated. If I vote to stay out, then it seems to me
; hsge done my full duty by the platform of the Republican

arty.

That brings me, Mr. President, to the consideration for a
moment of Senate Resolution No. 5, as modified in open execu-
tive session last Saturday.
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I may say to you, sir, that I voted against cloture yesterday
in this body, amd for this very good reason: Senate Resolution
No. b, as modified in open executive session last Saturday,
never had been debated in this body, and therefore the country
had not had the views of individual Senators with reference to
it and therefore could not be familiar with the arguments of
individual Senators pro or con with reference to it. I believed
that in a matter of this kind, which involves so much to our
conntry, which represents a departure from our traditional
policy of 138 years, this resolution as modified should have
been thoroughly debated before ever it was acted upon.

Cloture was suggested, which would stifle debate, and because
1 knew it would and because I did not believe debate ought to
be stifled I voted against cloture. Now. therefore, I want to
discuss this resolution as modified in the Drief time allotted me.

First let me suggest, Senators, that the then Secretary of
State, Hon. Charles Evans Hughes, on February 17, 1923, or a
day or two before that, transmitted to the President a state-
ment, which was in turn sent to the Senate, in which Mr.
Hughes used this language:

There is, however, one fundamental objection to adhesion on the
part of the United States to the protocol and the acceptance of the
gtatute of the court In its present form. That is, that under the pro-
vislons of the statute only members of the League of Natlons are
entitled to a volee in the election of judges. The objection ls mnot
met by the fact that this Government is represented by its own
national group in The Hague Court of Arbitration and that this group
may nominate candidates for election as judges of the Permanent
Court of International Justlce. This provision relates simply to the
nomination of eandidates; the election of judges rests with the Council
and Assembly of the League of Nations, It is no disparagement of the
distinguished abilities of the judges who have already been chosen
to say that the United States could not be expected to give its formal
support to a permanen* Internztional tribunal in the election of the
members of which it had no right to take part.

Mr. President, ag early as that moment, when this protocol
was transmitted to the Seunate, the then Secretary of State,
Hon. Charles Evans Hughes, saw vital defects, fatal defects. in
the thing itself. The protocol came along. I read from it:

PROTOCOL OF BIGNATURE OF THR STATUTE FOR THE PERMANENXT COURT
OF INTERXATIONAL JUSTICE

Provided for by article 1§ of the covenant of the League of Nations with
the text of the statute

PROTOCOL OF SIGNATURE

The members of the League of Natioms, through the undersigned,
duly authorized, declare their acceptance of the adjolned statute of
the Termanent Court of Internatioual Justice, which was approved
by a unanimous vote of the assembly of the league on the 13th Decem-
ber, 1920, at Geneva.

I invite the attention of members of the Senate to that state-
ment, *The members of the League of Nations, through the
undersigned.” The only way we can participate in this matter
fully and thoroughly is to become a member of the League of
Nations. Furthermore, if this resolution shall be adopted as
it has been presented, I make bold to say that for many pur-
poses we will become actually a member of the League of
Nations. There can be no question in the world about that.

The protocol itself and the statute provide for the election
of judges to the so-called World Court, which is only a court
of the League of Nations. It is not a world court in any
sense of the word, as I view it. Judges are to be elected by
the Council and the Assembly of the League of Nations. There
is no question but that if we vote for judges we must become,
for that purpose at least, a member of the League of Nations,
and if we vote to pay the judges any amount we may pay we
become, so far as the payment of judges is concerned, a mem-
ber of the League of Nations. Therefore, both for the election
of judges and for the payment of judges, we become a member
of the League of Nations,

The resolution itself, as modified last Saturday In open
executive session, is enlightening on this point. I quote from
the resolution:

Whereas the President, under date of February 24, 1923, trans-
mitied a2 message to the SBenate, accompanled by a letter from the Seec-
retary of State dated February 17, 1923, asking the favorable advice
and consent of the Senate to the adherence on the part of the United
States to the protocel of December 16, 1920, of signature of the statute
for the Permanent Court of International Justice, set out in the said
message of the President (without accepting or agreeing to the op-
tional clause for compulsory jurisdiction contalned therein), upon the
conditions and understandings hereafter stated, to be made a part of
the instrument of adherence: Therefore be it

Resolved, ete.—
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Mr. President, I want to invite the attention of the Senate
to the first reservation in the resolution as modified :

1. That such adherence shall not be taken to involve any legal rela-
tion on the part of the United States to the League of Nations or
the assumption of any obligations by the United States under the
treaty of Versailles,

That brings up an Interesting question for discussion. The
language is “any legal relation.” Who is to determine
whether we are sustaining any legal relation to the League of
Nations or not, except it be the court of the League of Nations
itself, whose constitution is the covenant of the League of
Nations itself, just exactly as the Constitution of the United
States Is the governing body of laws for the Supreme Court of
the United States of America?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana
vield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Yes: I yield to the Senator
if it will not take too much of the little time I have,

Mr. WALSH. The statement the Senator has just made has
been made so often that I would like to have the Senator de-
vote perhaps two minutes to explaining how it is that the
covenant of the League of Nations is the constitution of the
World Court. I had supposed that the statute attached to the
protocol was the constitution of the court. I would really feel
enlightened if the Senator would devote two minutes to a
discnssion of that guestion. !

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Article 14 of the covenant will
be thoroughly enlightening to the Senator if he will consult
it, and it will not take any of my time, I say, with deference
to the Senator, if he will read article 14. Let me suggest this
to the eminent Senator from Montana, that without the
covenant of the League of Nations there could be no League
of Nations. Without the League of Nations there could be no
World Court. Therefore, what is back of the World Court?
You can not put the capstone on before you lay the founda-
tion. The foundation is the covenant of the League of Na-
tions; there can be no guestion abont that.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for
& question?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Yes.

Mr. LENROOT, If the League of Nations should be
abandoned to-day, would the court stand with all the powers
conferred by its constitution?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. Presldent, my answer to
that is that, in the first place, the League of Nations, in my
judgment, will not be abandoned, because there are some
interests involved, with which we do not ecare to en-
tangle ourselves, that will not permit it to be abandoned.
Answering the Senator's question directly, if the League of
Nations were abandoned to-day, the World Court would fall
instantly. It would not last 10 minutes, in my opinion.

Mr. LENROOT. Will not the Senator explain why?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr, President, I have taken no
part in this debate, while other Senators have talked for

hours, and at most I have only an hour. I assume that the

Senator is as thoroughly familiar with the explanation as I
can possibly be, and I would like not to have to devote a
lot of time to that particular question. The Senator asked for
my opinion, and I have given it to him.

Mr. LENROOT, I would be glad to have the Senator give
me his opinion in my time.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Will the Senator repeat his
question?

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator has made fthe statement that
the court would immediately fall should the Leagune of Na-
tions be abandoned to-morrow, I deny that, and I would like
to have the Senator substantiate his statement.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, that is a pe-
culiar question to ask. I know how thoroughly the Senator
from Wisconsin is interested in having the resolution adopted.
I know how completely the Senator was interested in the
League of Natlons in the days gone by, and therefore I am not
surprised that the Senator would like to suggest some ques-
tion that would probably not go to the root of the matter
at all, But I am willing to answer the gquestion as propounded.
I will say to the Senator from Wisconsin that, first of all,
without the Leagne of Nations there would be no World Court.

If you take the foundation away from the World Court the
court must totter to its ruin. It would be bolstered, if at all,
by public opinion among the nations that are involved, and
ultimately it might be revived into some kind of a tribunal
such as would represent all of the world. At present it conld
not do that, since it is simply a league court and not a world
court in any sense of the word. .

N
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Mr. LENROOT. Does the Senator think he has answered
my question?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I will leave that to the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin. I do not care to take any more time,
even of the Senator, in answering a question of that kind.

If I may proceed further, I would like to suggest also to
the Senator from Montana that yesterday it was he, as I
remember, who suggested that we have to take this thing
now or not take it. The eminent Senator said, “ You have
to vote for this now or let it alone. If you do not want it, do
not vote for it, If you want it, vote for it.” That was in con-
nection with the fact, which is admitfed by Senators gen-
erally, I think, and by people all over the country and the
world, that if we go into this court the British Empire will
have 7 votes in the election of judges to 1 for America.

In that particular I should like to say to the Senator from
Montana that I certainly should vote against the so-called
World Court as long as any nation on the face of the globe
were given such a decided advantage over my own country.
If the British Empire, with the states which it embraces, is
given T votes in the election of judges, then, as a patriotic
Member of this body and interested in my country's welfare,
I shall insist that the American Nation have just as many
votes as any other nation on the face of the globe,

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield.

Mr. WALSH. Does not the Senator believe that it will
never be possible to organize a World Court in which Canada
and Ireland will not have a voice?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I will answer that by saying
that it never will be possible to organize a World Court with
my vote, simply speaking for myself, if any other nation on the
face of the globe is to have more votes in the election of judges
to constitute that court than the American Nation.

Mr. WALSH. I did not ask whether the Senator wounld
vote for it; I asked whether he thought it possible to do it,

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I am not so sure that I think
it ever will be necessary to do it. It might not be possible
to organize a court under the League of Nations, as the Sen-
ator has suggested.

Mr. WALSH. No, Mr. President, if the Senator will pardon
me, I want the Senator to dismiss all idea of the League of
Nations. We are going to abandon all that, and we are going
to try to orgarize another court. I want to know from the
Senator If he thinks it would be possible to get a world con-
ference to organize a world court in the selection of the judges
of which neither Ireland nor Canada would have a voice?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, there is the
Irish Free State, there is the Dominion of Canada, there is
South Africa, there is New Zealand, and there is Australia. We
have a constitutional form of government in America, with
48 sovereign States. We began with 13. Each and every
one of those States is as thoroughly sovereign under the Con-
stitution as any of the States suggested by the eminent Sen-
ator from Montana. I ask the Senator whether or not it is
not just as fair for an American sovereign State, one of the
Union, to have a vote in the election of judges for a so-called
World Court as it is for one of these states in the Empire of
Great Britain?

Mr. WALSH. I will answer the Senator, that the organiza-
tion of the United States of America, 48 States, is essen-
tially different from the organization of the British Empire,

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Of course it is; there can be no
question on that proposition ; but just the same, all of the states
of the British Empire constitute the British Empire, and all of
the States of the American Union constitute the Republic of
the United States of America; and I say that only with the
kindliest feeling toward the British Empire and toward the
Senator from Montana, who so stoutly champions the cause of
that great empire.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, the Senator is not justified in
making that statement, and I call him to order for it. I call
him to order. That is a violation of the rules of the Senate,

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. If the Senator denies it, I
cheerfully withdraw the statement.

Mr., WALSH. I have never championed the cause of the
British Empire, and the Senator knows I have not, on this floor,
in his presence at least.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I suggest to the eminent Sen-
ator from Montana, if I may, that if he believes the British
Empire should have 7 votes in the election of the judges of
this court and only 1 for his own country, he may not be
championing the British cause; but he may call it what he
pleases, and I will aceept his own definition.
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‘Mr. WALSH. The Senator knows I have not championed it
nor advocated anything of the kind, and I deny that the British
Fmpire has any 7 votes.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indlana, May I ask the Senator, then,
whether he is against voting for the World Court with that
provision in the resolution?

Mr. WALSH. With what provision?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. That the British Empire shall
have 7 votes to our 1.

Mr. WALSH. There is no such provision.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Let us get down to the facts,
I will answer that in a moment. Let us go on further with
the resolution.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I would like to ask the
Senator a question.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Is this all on my time?

Mr. LENROOT. Just one question. It would fake but a
moment to answer. Does the Senator really think the British
Foreign Office will control the vote of Ireland?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Let me ask the Senator this
question: Is the Irish Free State a part of the British Em-
pire? It either is or it is not. It can not be a part of it and
not a part of it.

Mr. LENROOT. But does the Senator from Indiana think
that the British Foreign Office will control the vote of Ireland
in the election of judges?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I do not know what the Brit-
ish Foreign Office will do. I have no intimate connection
with the British Foreign Office. Perhaps the Senator may
have. If he has, he might tell us what they will do. I do not
know what they would do on that proposition.

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator and I both have a pretty
good idea of the attitude of the Irish Free State, however.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I do not know what votes the
British Foreign Office may control, and I do not care to know,
may it please the Senator from Wisconsin. I do not care to
know anything about what the British Foreign Office shall
control. I am interested in seeing to it that among the na-
tions of the earth America has just as many votes as any
other organized government. I am interested in that propo-
sition to the whole extent of my being.

I come now to No. 2 of the reservations:

That the United States shall be permitted to- participate through
representatives designated—

Note that language, Senators—

That the United States shall be permitted to participate through
representatives designated for the purpose and upon an equality with
the other states, members, respectively, of the Counecil and Assembly
of the League of Nations, in any and all proceedings of either the
council or the assembly for the election of Judges or deputy judges of
the Permanent Court of International Justice or for the filling of
vacancies.

I invite the attention of the Senate to the fact that that
reservation states conelusively that the United States shall be
permitted to participate through representatives designated—
to do what? To become members of the League of Nations for
the purpose of voting for judges. It is nothing else than that.
There it is in so many words, that we shall be permitted to
name representatives to participate in the Leagne of Nations
for the purpose of electing jndges.

Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT., Does the Senator from Indiana
yield to the Senator from South Carolina?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield.

Mr. BLEASE, The paragraph just read colncides with the
Senator's contention that if the League of Nations falls then
the World Court falls, and that sentence is a complete answer
to the question asked the Senator from Indiana by the Senator
from Wisconsin,

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Of course, it does.
thought there was any serious question about that,
ter.]

Now, let us go to No. 3 of the reservations:

That the United States shall pay a fair share of the expenses of the
court as determined and appropriated from time to time by the Con-
gress of the United States.

That the United States shall pay a falr share of the ex-
penses! That puis us into the League of Nations. There is
no question about that, because the covenant itself and the
statute itself provide that the expenses shall be paid by the -
League of Nations. We undertake to pay a part of the ex-
penses and become, for that purpose at any rate, an integral

I mnever
[Laugh-
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part of the League of Nations. Senators may laugh, but it is
the truth, nevertheless.
Now, let us go to the next reservation, No. 4:

That the United States may at any time withdraw its adherence to
the said protocol and that the statute for the Permanent Court of
International Justice adjoined to the protocol shall not be amended
without the consent of the United States.

The United States may at any time withdraw its adberence
to the said protocol! Let me suggest a situation that might
easily arise. I was very much interested in the discussion
on this point yesterday. How are we to withdraw? The distin-
guished Senator from Virginia [Mr. SwAxso~] has my very sin-
cere admiration for the excellent manner in which he has pre-
sented the whole proposition—largely, may I interpolate, from
a Democratic standpoint—but in any event I admire the Sena-
tor's presentation of the thing from any standpoeint. I was
interested in his statement of how we should withdraw. Sup-
pose we want to withdraw. Why, said the Senator, we would
withdraw by joint resolution of the Congress.

1 suggest this possibility : Suppose some grave injustice might
be done this country or we felt that it is an injustice. Sup-
pose we miglit be able to get a majority of the Congress in
both Houses to pass a joint resolution; but suppose the Con-
gress were not in session at the time and suppose there were
some question about the matter that required a lot of debate.
Suppose we brought the matter of withdrawing before this
body and the body at the other end of the Capitol. Suppose
the discussion ran along for a year or two years, and suppose
at the end of that time we finally withdrew, but we then
found the Monroe doctrine had been violated thoroughly
while we were declding whether or not we should withdraw.
Mr. President, in that event I submit it would lead to war or
else it would be necessary for us to say that we had given up
all our contentions under the Monroe doctrine, that great
American principle. 3

We might be as much as three years withdrawing from ad-
herence to the protocol. It would not make any difference
whether it were a day or a year or 10 years, the fact remains
that we could not withdraw in a moment and while we were
withdrawing grave injustice might be done this country that
would ultimately lead to war, but never to peace,

Let us examine the resolution still further:

5. That the court shall not render any advisory opinion except pub-
licly after due notice to all states adbering to the court and to all
interested states and after public hearing or opportunity for hearing
given to any state concerned; nor shall it, without the consent of the
United States, entertain any request for an advisory opinion touching
any dispute or question in which the United States has or claims an
interest.

In that connection let me suggest to this honorable body that
there are many questions on which advisory opinions might be
sought that would affect the United States of America con-
siderably and very deeply, yet we would not be parties to any
issue that might be involved therein.

I have only to suggest perhaps something that might come
out of the Tacna-Arica dispute in South America at the pres-
ent time. Advisory opinions could be given by the court of
the League of Nations. Of course, they could be given because,
strictly speaking, we would not be affected, but morally and
practically we would be very much affected in a matter of
that kind. A grave injustice might be done to the people of this
country if we had no’ the Monroe doctrine to fall back upon and
rely upon.

Finally, I come to this concluding sentence in the modified
resolution :

Nor shall sCherence to the said protocol and statute be construned to
imply a relinquishment by the United States of its traditional attitude
toward purely American guestions.

Who shall determine what is an American guestion? Why,
the court of the League of Nations would decide what is an
American question and what is not. Then we should have the
opportunity of doing one of two things—the alternative of
either accepting the adjudication of the court of the League of
Nations or of withdrawing from adherence to the protocol,
which would involve time.

S0 we have the situation there before us, as I have sug-
gested previously, that if we go into the World Court, if we
adhere to the protocol of the World Court, we become morally
members of the League of Nations for many purposes. If we
adhere to the protocol of the World Court we abandon prac-
tically the Monroe doctrine. There is not a word stated in the
resolution or the reservations anywhere that suggests that we
do not abandon that doctrine. The nearest we come to it is

to suggest that we do not relinquish any of our traditional
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principles or our traditional attitude toward purely American
questions. But there is only one (ribunal that decides what
shall constitute American questions if we become members of
the Court of Imternational Justice, so called, and that is the
court itself. It finally decides those questions.

As long as we refuse to adbere to the protocol of the court,
just so long we can protect ourselves under the Monroe doe-
trine,. We can continue to police this hemisphere and decide
for ourselves largely what should and should not be done.
But the moment we become members of the World Court we
give up that right, that traditional right; we abandon the Mon-
roe doctrine to that extent, and must accept the judgment of
the World Court or else withdraw from the protocol.

So that from any standpoint, understanding as I do and be-
lHeving as I do that the counstitution of the World Court is the
covenant of the League of Nations and knowing as I do that
treaties represent the supreme law of the land, it seems to me
it would be utterly foolhardy for the American people to de-
part from their traditional custom of not interfering with other
nations in the slightest degree and of not becoming embroiled
in their affairs or making any entangling alliances of any kind.

Let me suggest to you, Mr. President, and to the Members
of this distinguished body, that entangling alliances have never
led to peace. Throughout the history of the world they have
led to war., Every Senator sitting here knows that to be a
fact. Had there not been entangling alliances I make bold
to say that there would have been no World War; there would
have been no Sarajevo incident. In faet, that thing never
would have happened, and, in my opinion, after it happened if
every nation had been standing on its own bottom there wonld
have been no World War., The incident wonld bave been for-
gotten, because individual nations would not have rushed into
the tremendous catastrophe that the World War represented.

Mr, HEFLIN. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana
yield to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield.

Mr. HEFLIN. Does fhe Senator think that each nation
should have stood aloof and let Germany fight one at a time
rather than combining to combat the power of Germany?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I make bold to say something
that will enlighten the Senator on that proposition. The Sen-
ator knows—and I have the highest regard for the Senator
from Alabama—that there were existant at that time in Europe
two alliances. There was one called the Triple Eutente, That
was an alliance, offensive and defensive, that was negotiated
between the sovereign powers of Great Britain, France, and
Russia. There was at the same time a triple alliance. There
were at least five such alliances. It began in 1882, when the
first one was formed, and up until 1912, when the last one was
formed, there had been five separate and distinet triple alli-
ances, offensive and defensive, between the following powers:
Italy, the German Empire, and the Austro-Hungarian Empire.
I submit to the Senator and to the Members of this body here
and now that if those two alliances, nagging and pulling at
each other, had not been in existence, there would have been no
World War. If never would have taken place.

What was the dire result therefrom? The result has been
that of the six nations engaged in those entangling allinnces
three are dead to-day—three of them have gone to their death.
We saw them die, you and I. The Government of Russia, the
great Russian Empire, has ceased to be. The Government of
the great German Empire is dead. We saw it die. The great
Austro-Hungarian Empire is dead. Two members of the three
in one alliance and one member of the three in the Triple
Entente are all dead to-day. We want America never to die.
Entangling alliances lead to war, never io peace.

Mr. HEFLIN. The point I am making is that we were not
involved in any entangling alliance, and yet we went in and
tangled ourselves up with foreign nations in the worst war
in the history of the world.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. No, Mr. President. Let me
suggest to the Senator again that we never made an alliance;
there was no treaty of alliance made by America with foreign
nations. We were associated with them; we were called an
“ associated power.” We were proud to be associated with
them. I know how it was.

Mr. HEFLIN. But we went in.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. We went in on our own ac-
count and for a great American principle, but we never receded
from the principle of the fathers, the principle of Washington’s
Farewell Address—no entangling alliances with anybody ; peace
and good will to the world, but entangling alliances with none,

Mr. HEFLIN. 1 agree with the Senator from Indiana that
we went in because a great prineiple was involved, but we did
go in. We were not entangled with those nations beforehand,
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but when the war ecame on we went in and we fonght withk those
nations until the war was ended.

AMr. ROBINSON of Indiana. That is very true; that is a
matter of history; but I do not know what the Senator’s point
is in again making the suggestion.

Mr. HEFLIN. The point is that if we stay out they can
drag us in at any time they want to start another war.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indisna
yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield.

Mr. REED of Missouri. If the Senator from Indiana will
permit me to make the suggestion, there were about 140 wars
in the century immediately preceding 1914 in Europe and in
Asia, into which we were not dragged, but if we go into the
World Court we shall be dragged into all of the wars.

But I wanted to call the Senator's attention to a matter he
was discussing, if he will permit me.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Yes, sir.

Mr. REED of Missouri. And that is, Who is to settle the
jurisdiction of the court? Under article 36 it is settled by a
majority vote. That article of the statute has never been con-
sidered by this body. Although it is in the contract we are
‘supposed to sign, we are not permitted to consider it, because
the time has not been given to consider it and nobody has
discussed it. Article 36 of the statute in its last clause reads:

In the event of a dispute as to whether the court has jurisdiction
the matter shall be settled by the decision of the court.

That is to say, a majority of that court can say it has juris-
diction; we can say that it has not; but what good will it
do us?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Exactly. I will ask the Sen-
ator from Missouri also while he is on his feet to read article
37 of the statute—I think that, too, is in point—for the benefit
of Senators who have raised this question.

Mr. REED of Missouri. I will read it. It provides:

ARTICLE 37

When a treaty or convention in foree provides for the reference of
& matter to a tribonal to be instituted by the League of Nations, the
court will be such tribunal.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. So there yon are. I hope that
‘is satisfactory to everybody, because it is very plain, Mr.
President, and it seems to me there can be no dispute on that
point. The court itself will decide what these things mean.
The decision will be made not by America but by the court.

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Dees the Senator from Indiana
yield to the Senator from Oklahoma?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. HARRELD. May I ask the Senator a question?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Yes.

Mr. HARRELD. If we become a member of a body which is
admittedly the adviser of the League of Nations, and that
body does advise the league, are we not advising the league,
and do we not become a member of the league in that way?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I do not think there can be any
doubt abount it. There are so many ways in which we may
become a member of the league that I certainly hope the
Senate never will give its adherence to the protocol.

Mr. President, allow me to conclude, for my time has prae-
tically expired. We are to-day among the nations of the earth
in the most fortunate sitnation of any. I think there never
was a time, generally speaking, when the American people
were so well satisfied and so well contented, so far as the
great number of our citizens are concerned. We know some-
thing of the wreck and havoc on the other side of the seas.
I favor helping those people all we can; I favor doing more
than extending a gesture; I favor sending relief whenever it
seems advisable to America to do so; but, Mr. President, I
think it should be done in our own way, when and where we
see fit to do so, I see no reason in the world for overturning
this great temple of the fathers and starting out with a new
poliecy on an uncharted course, in a direction we have never
gone, when we are to-day the unquestioned miracle of the ages
so far as successful government is conecerned. ;

Some Senators might say that three governments of the six
to which 1 have just referred as having been brought to their
death by entangling alliances might rise again from the ashes
of their past; but, Mr. President, those governments are gone.
We want this Government of ours—of, for, and by the people—
never to perish, We want to go on and on and on. Why take
any chances of ruining this Government? What is the rea-
son why we should rush off pell-mell into this World Court
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that may result in disaster, as T believe it ultimately will
result in disaster?

I hope, Mr. President, that we may go on down through the
future and across the centuries following the fraditions of the
past and the ideals of the fathers of the Republie, following
our own national aspirations, a happy and a great people,
practicing the golden rule among nations, doing unto others as
we would that others should do unto us, and that we may
never encourage war or enter into alliances that may lead to
war, but that we may go on and on and on and, high and great
though we be, that we may even become greater in the future
than we now are or ever have been in the past,

Mr. President, because of these facts, becanse I feel certain
that the people of the State whence I came overwhelmingly
subscribe to the position I have feebly advocated on ihe fioor
during this hour I shall most certainly vote against adherence
to the protocol of signature of the so-called World Court.

Mr, JOHNSON. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quornm.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll,

The roll was called, and the following Senators answered to
their names:

Ashurst Fess Lenroot Robinson, Ind.
Bayard Fletcher McKellar Sackett
Bingham Frazier MeKinley Schall
Blease George MecLean Sheppard
Borah - Gerry MeNary Shipstead
Bratton Gillett Mayfield Shortridge
Brookhart Glass Means Simmons
Broussard Goft Metealf Bmith
Bruce Gooding Moses Smoot
Butler Greene Neely Stanfield
Cameron Hale Norbeck Stephens
Capper Harreld Norris Swanson
Caraway Harris Nye Trammell
Copeland Harrison Oddie T;’son
Couzens Heflin Overman Wadsworth
Comming Howell Pepper Walsh
Curtis Johnson Phipps Warren
Dale Jones, New Mex, Pine Watson
Deneen Jones, Wash, Pittman Weller
Edge Kendrick Ransdell Wheeler
Ernst Keyes Reed, Mo, Williams
Fernald I(!nlg Reed, Pa, Willis
Ferris La Iollette Robinson, Ark.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Ninety-one Senators having an-
swered to their names, a quorum is present. .

The question is on agreeing to reservation No. 1.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, a parlinmentary in-
quiry, If we pass over reservation No. 1 now, will it hereafter
be subject to amendment?

Mr. LENROOT. It will not be, except in the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If passed over without action, it
would be subjeet to amendment.

Mr. REED of Missouri. That is, when we pass over reserva-
tion No. 1 and proceed in that way, passing over and accepting
the several reservations, is the subject matter of those reserva-
tions open to amendment?

Mr. LENROOT. BMay I suggest that the reservation should
be voted upon and accepted or rejected?

The VICE PRESIDENT. If a reservation is agreed to now,
it will not be subject to amendment hereafter without a recon-
sideration of the vote.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, of course after we pass from
the Committee of the Whole into the Senate any matter which
can properly be offered as in the Committee of the Whole can
then be offered in the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator is right.

Mr. SWANSON. The Senator from New Hampshire is cor-
rect. Any amendment or reservation that is adopted as in
Committee of the Whole can be reconsidered in the Senate; so
if any Senator desires to have another vote on any of these
reservations as they are adopted, he can propose an amendment
when it gets to the Senate.

Mr. REED of Missouri. I ask for the yeas and nays, Mr.
President.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, will the Senator with-
hold that motion until I can propound a question to the Sena-
tor from New Hampshire? Does the Senator know whether
the senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHipSTEAD] has a res-
ervation which he intended to offer as a substitute for this
reservation?

Mr. MOSES. 8o far as I know, the Senator from Minnesota
has no reservation which applies to the first reservation pro-
posed by the Senator from Virginia. I have looked through the
printed reservations, and I find none. Is the Senator from
Minnesota available at this minute?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE., I have just called his office, and his
secretary informs me that he is on his way to the Senate
Chamber,
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Mr. MOSES. T am informed by the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Boram] that the Senator from Minnesota has no amendment
that applies to the first reservation.

AMr. REED of Missouri. I call for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CAMERON (when his name was called). I have a pair
with the junior Senator from Washington [Mr. Dirr]. 1 trans-
for that pair to the junior Senator from Delaware [Mr. pU
Poxrt] and will vote. I vote “ yea.”

Mr. GERRY. 1 desire to announce that the senior Senator
from Alabama [Mr. UspErwoon] and the junior Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. Epwarns] are necessarily detained from the
Senate. If present, each of those Senators would vote “ yea i1
on this question.

The roll call was concluded ; and the result was announced—
veas 90, nays 1, as follows:

YEAS—D0
Aszhurst Fess McKellar Sackett
Bayard Fletcher McRKinley Schall
Bingham George McLean Sheppard
Blease Gerry MeNar; Shipstead
Borah Gillett Mayfield Shortridge
Bratton Glass Means Simmons
Brookhart Goff Metcalf Smith
Broussard Gooding Moses Smoot
Bruce Greene Neely Stanfield
Butler Hale Norbeck Stephens
Cameron Iarreld Norris Swanson -
Capper Harrls N go Trammell
Caraway Harrison Oddie Tyson
Copeland Heflin Overman Wadsworth
Couzens Howell Pepper Walsh
Cumminsg Johnson Phipps Warren
Curtis Jones, N. Mex, Pine Watson
Dale Jones, Wash., Pittman Weller
Deneen Kendrick Ransdell Wheeler
Edge Keyes Reed, Mo, Williams
Ernst King Reed, Pa. Willis
Fernald La Follette Robinson, Ark.
Ferris Lenroot Robinson, Ind.
NAYS—1
Frazier
NOT VOTING—35
Dill Edwards McMaster Underwood
du "ont

So reservation No. 1 was agreed to.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, a parliamentary in-
quiry. As we proceed with the Swanson resolution, and it is
accepted by the vote of the Senate, do we then vote upon the
articles of the statute? Do we vote at all upon the articles of
the statute at any time? Are we approving and ratifying here
a document that never has been considered by the Senate, and
upon which we are not to vote except in the form of a general
approval?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will state that the form
the question will take is: Will the Senate advise and consent
to adherence on the part of the United States to the protocol
of December 16, 1920, and the adjoined statute of the Per-
manent Court of International Justice, on the conditions speci-
fied in Senate Resolution 5, as modified or amended?

Mr. REED of Missouri, That does not quite answer my ques-
tion, T think, with all respect to the Vice President. I may
have put the question in an obscure way. I wili state the point
in this way: Here is a contract we are making—a (reaty we
are making, it is claimed. The body of all we agree to—to wit,
the statute—never has been considered by the Senate. 1 want
to know, if we are to pass a general resolution, such as the
Swanson resolution, whether the Senate by that act cuts itself
off from a right to vote npon the articles of the statute?

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield, the
statute was read yesterday, article by article. Amendments
were in order to each article as it was read if they had been
offered under the rule. There were none, except those offered
by the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Mosgs], and this
morning he waived the consideration of those.

AMr. MOSES. I will add to what the Senator from Wisconsin
has said, Mr. President, that at the time I made that waiver,
the statute having been read, amendments to the statute were
at that minute in order.

AMr. REED of Missouri. I simply want to be clear about it;
that is all. I want the Senate and the country to know that
we never have given the slightest consideration to the body of
the coutract upon which we are about to enter.

Mr. LENROOT. It is the Senator's own fault if it was not
done, becanse there was full opportunity to do so yesterday.

" AMr. REED of Missouri. It might be my fault, but I think
the fault lies with those who cut off debate and any oppor-
tunity ever to debate the statute.

Mr. SWANSON, Mr. President, if the Senator will permit

me, yesterday afternoon we completed the reading of the stat-
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ute, paragraph by paragraoh. It was suggested that we report
it to the Senate, so that it could not be further considered as
in Committee of the Whole. It was al the request of the
Senator from Missouri that we took a recess and still left it
in Committee of the Whole, as it is fo-day, where it has been
completed, article by article. It was suggested vesterday after-
noon, if I understand corrvectly, that we should report the
statute as read to the Senate and take up the reservations in
the Senate; and the Senator asked for an adjournment, leaving
it in the Committee of the Whole. P

Mr., REED of Missouri. Oh, n0; the Senator is in error
about that. What I asked was that this whole matter should
be left in the Committee of the Whole, and not the mere pro-
tocol or resolution of ratification. The Senator is in error.

Mr. SWANSON. DBut the Senator will remember (hat the
whole statute was read yesterday.

Mr. REED of Alissourl, I remember that it was read about
as fast as it could be read.

Mr, SWANSON. But the Senator was listening, and there
was every opporiunity for amendment. There can be no mis-
understanding about that.

Mr. REED of Missouri.
ment.

Mr, SWANSON. That was the only rveason why it was read.
It was read for amendment under the rule, which says that it
shall be read, article by article, for amendment.

Mr. REED of Missouri. The Senator's resolution was read
also. The statute was read also.

_Mr. SWANSON. I do not know whether the resolution was
read or not. I doubt it

Mr. REED of Missouri.
us for amendment. It is not before us now.

Mr. SWANSON. We did: and it was nnderstood that it was
about to be reported from vhe Committee of the Whole to the
Senate, and the Senator requested, if I remember rightly, that
it should continue in the Committee of the Whole unchanged
until to-day, and a recess was taken until to-day.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Very well; if that be the case, that
would leave it open for amendment now; but I did not make
that request.

Mr, SWANSON. It has been read and debated in the Com-
mittee of the Whole. The Sepator can offer any amendment n
the Senate when it is reported to the Senate.

Mr. REED of Missouri, If never was debated in Committee
of the Whole, in my recollection. 1 simply have asked for
information. We have the ruling, and so we understand now
that the Senate of the United States, without one moment's
debate regarding this statute, which constitates the body of the
contract, are proceeding, under “ gag ™ rule, to jam it down the
throats of the Senate and of the country.

Mr, LENROOT. Mr. President, I want to take just a mo-
ment. I think it is true that this statute has not been debated
by any of the opposition, except the Senator from Missouri and,
to some extent, by the Senator from Idaho. Upon more than
one occasion during the general debate I called attention to the
fact that the opponents of the resolution were not debating the
statute; that they were debating entirely the League of Na-
tions, and I begged them to debate the statute, but I was always
met with the response that they were going to do so by and by.

Mr. REED of Missouri. We intended to, but yon gagged us,
and did it deliberately, for your statute will not bear discussion.

The VICE IPRESIDENT. The Secretary will read reserva-
tion No. 2.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

RESERYVATION NO. 2

That the United States shall be permitied to participate throogh
representatives designated for the purpose and upon an equality with
the other states, members, respectively, of the Council and Assembly of
the League of Nations, in any and all proceedings of cither the council
or the assembly for the election of judges or deputy judges of Lhe
Permanent Court of International Justice or for the filling of vacancies.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I desire to ask the Senator in
charge of the resolution if he regards the reservation which I
have pending as properly an amemdment fo this reservation?
I regard it as a separate reservation and should prefer to offer
it that way.

Mr. LENROOT. I have examined it. I do uot think there is
any conflict between the two.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to res-
ervation No. 2. .

Mr, REED of Missouri. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CAMBERON (when his name was called),
same announcement as before, I vote * yea,”

It really was not read for amend-

We did not have the matter before

Making the
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The roll call was concluded.

Mr, GERRY. I desire to announce that the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. Evwarps] and the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. Uxperwoop] are necessarily absent. If present, they
would both vote “ yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 83, nays 8, as follows:

YEAS—83
Asghurst (1 Leproot Robinson, Ark.
Bayard Fletcher MeKellar Rackett
Bingham George MeKinley Schall
Bratton Gerry McLean Sheppard
Brogkbart Giilett MeMaster Shurtridge
Broussard (ilass MeNary Simmons
Bruce Goff Mayficld Bmith
Butler Gooding Aleans Bmoot
Cameron Greegne Metealf Stanfield
Capper Hale Neely Stephens
Caraway Harreld Norbeck Swanson
Copeland Harris Norris Trammell
Couzens Harrison .\'ge Tysgon
Cummins Heflin Oddie Wadsworth
Curtis Howell Overman Walsh
Dale Johnson Pepper Warren
Deneen Jones, N. Mex, Phipps Watson
Edge Jones, Wash, Pine Weller
BErnst Kendrick Pittman Wheeler
Fernald Eeyes Ransdell Willis
Ferris King Reed, Pa.
. NAYB—S
Blease Frazier Moses Shipstead
Borah La Follette Reed, Mo. Williams
NOT VOTING—5
Dill Edwards Robinson, Ind, Underwood
dn Font

So reservation No. 2 was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. " The Secretary will read reserva-
tion No. 3.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

RESERVATION XNO. 8

That the United States will pay a fair share of the expenses of the
court as determined and appropriated from time to time by the Con-
gress of the United States,

The VICE PRESIDENT.
reservation No. 3.

Mr. REED of Missouri. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll

Mr. CAMERON (when his name was called).
previous announcement, I vote “ yea.”

The roll call was eoncluded.

Mr. GERRY. I desire to announce that the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. Epwarps] and the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. Uxperwoon] are necessarily absent. If present, they
would vote * yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 89, nays 3, as follows:

The question is on agreeing to

Repeating my

YEAS—89
Ashurst Fletcher McLean Bchall
Bayard George MeMaster Sheppard
Bingham Gerry MeNary Bhipstead
Borah Gillett Mayfield Bhortridge
Bratton Glass Means Simmons
Brookhart Goff Metcalf Smith
Broussard Gooding Moses Smoot
Bruce Greene Neely Stanfield
Butler Hale Norbeck Stephens
(‘fameron Harris Norris Swanson
Capper Harrison gge Trammell
Caraway Heflin die Tyson
Copeland Howell Overman adsworth
Couzens Johnson Pepper Walsh
Cummins Jones, N, Mex. Fhipps Warren
Curtis Jones, Wash, Pine Watson
Dale Kendrick Plttman Weller
Deneen Keyes Ransdell Wheeler
Edge Klnﬁ_ Reed, Mo. Willlams
Ernst La Follette Reed, Pa. Willis
Fernald Lenroot Robinson, Ark.
Ferris MecKellar Robinson, Ind.
Fess McKinley Backett
NAYS—3

Blease Frazier Harreld

NOT VOTING—4
pin du Pont Edwards Underwood

So reservation No. 3 was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the next
reservation,

The CHier Crerk. Reservation No. 44—

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr, President, yesterday I proposed a res-
ervition to take the place of the first four reservations offered
in this resolution. They were based on the resolution as origi-
nally introduced by the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Swansox].
I. ask unanimous consent to change the word “seven” to
“eight” in the first line on page 2 of my proposed substitute,
.and to change the word “seven” fo “two” in the second line,

Mr. LEXIIOOT. Will the Senator wait until we have dis-
posed of reservation No. 47
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Mr, FRAZIER. But mine is offered as a substitute for reser-
vation No. 4.

Mr. LENROOT. Very well.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Clerk will state the proposed
amendment of the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Frazier].

The Chief Cletrk read as follows:

That all in Senate Resolution No. 5, beginning with line 8, on page 2,
down to and including line 2, on page 3, be stricken out and the fol-
lowing reservation be inserted in Its stead.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, a point of order. As I understand
it, the proposal is to strike out three reservations which we
have already adopted. We can not do that.

The VICH PRESIDENT. It could only come under a motion
to reconsider.

Mr. LENROOT. I have just examined the substitute offered
by the Senator from North Dakota. As a matter of fact, I
think it is really only a substitute for the fourth reservation,

Mr. MOSES. I believe that is correct, I think the substance
of the reservation offered by the Senator from North Dakota is
exictly a substitute for the pending reservation No. 4.

Mr. FESS. It is not in order the way the Clerk read it.

Mr. MOSES. That is quite true. What the Senator from
Ohio said is correct so far as the preamble presented by the
Senator from North Dakota is concerned, but so far as the mat-
ter contained in the pending reservation No. 4 referring to the
amendment of the statute, the reservation presented by the
Senator from North Dakota is a complete snbstitute.

Mr. WALSH. I ask that the proposed reservation may be
read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will read as requested.

The CHier CrLErk. The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Frazier] moves that all in Senate Resolution 5, beginning with
line 8 on page 2, down to and including line 2 on page 3, be
stricken out and the following reservation be inserted in its
stead :

That such signature and adherence of the United States to the
protocol of the Permanent Court of International Justice is given with
the distinet understanding that the United States reserves the right to
withdraw its signature and adhesion thereto at any time that the Con-
gress of the United States may determine so to do, and that in event of
such withdrawal it shall in no way be considered an anfriendly act.

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator desires to offer that as a
substitute for reservation No. 47

Mr. FRAZIER. I ask unanimous consent to offer it as a
substitute for reservation No. 4 of the resolution.

Mr. LENROOT. I have no objection to that course.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none. The question is on the substitute offered by the
Senator from North Dakota for reservation No. 4 of the reso-
lution,

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, just a word in reference to
the substitnte. Reservation No. 4 of the Swanson reserva-
tions does explicitly provide that the United States may with-
draw at any time. That is the substance of the Senator’s res-
ervation. But reservation No. 4 also has a provision that the
statute shall not be amended without the consent of the
United States. I hope the substitute will be voted down and
that the Swanson reservation No, 4 will be agreed to.

Mr. BORAH. May I ask if the substitute offered by the
Senator from North Dakota has any provision with reference
to amending the statute of the court without our consent?

Mr, LENROOT. No; it has not.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the substitute offered by the Senator from North Dakota.

The substitute was rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT., The question is on agreeing to
reservation No. 4.

Mr, REED of Missouri. I ask for the yeas and nagys.
ought to have a record vote.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CAMERON (when his name was called).
same announcement as before, I vote * yea.”

The roll call was concluded,

Mr. GERRY. I desire to announce that the senior Senator
from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwcon] and the junior Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. Epwarps] are necessarily detained from the
Senate. If present, each of those Senators would vote “ yea?
on this question.

The result was announced—yeas 91, nays 1, as follows:

We

Making the

YEAS—O1
Aghurst Bratton Butler Copeland
Bayard Brookhart Cameron Cougens
Bingham Broussard Capper Cummins
Borah Bruce Caraway Curtis
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Harrizon

Dals Moses Shipatead
Denecn Heflin Neely Shortridge
Fdge Howell Norbeck Bimmons
Ernst Jolimson Norris Smith
Fernald Jones, N. Mex, Nye Smoot
Ferris Jones, Wagh. Oddie Stanfield
Fess Kendrick Overman Stephens
Fletcher Keyes Pepper Bwanson
Frazier King Phipps Trammell
George La Follette Pine Tyson
Gerry Lenroot Pittman Wadsworth
Glllett McKellar Ransdell Walsh
Glass MeKinley Reed, Mo, Warren
Goft McLean Reed, Pa. Watson
Gooding MeMaster Robinson, Ark. Weller
Greene MeNar, Robinson, Ind. Wheeler
Hale Meyfield Sackett Williams
Harreld Meangs Sehall Willls
Harris Metealt Sheppard
NAYS—1
Elease
NOT VOTING—4
Dill du Pont Edwards TUnderwood

So reservation No. 4 was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Clerk will state the next
reservation.

The Crier CLerg., Reservation No. 5:

That the court shall not render any advisory opinion except pub-
licly after due notice to all states adbering to the court and to all
interested states and after public hearing or opportunity for hear-
ing given to any state concerned; nor shall it, without the consent
of the United States, entertain any request for an advisory opinion
touching any dispute or question in which the United States has
or claims an interest.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, just an inguiry.
I think that the clerk perhaps omitted a word in his reading.
I would like to have him kindly read the first sentence again,
The Chief Clerk read as follows:

That the court shall not render any advisory opinion except publicly
after due notice to all states adhering to the court and to all interested
states and after public hearing or opportunity for hearing given to any
state concerned.

Mr, REED of Missouri. As first read I thought the article
“the " was used, but it is not.

Mr., BORAII. Mr. President, I desire to ask Senators in
charge of the resolntion if they are satisfled that the word
“pender” is the proper word to express what I take it they
desire to express. They say that “the court shall not render
any advisory opinion.” Ordinarily when we speak of rendering
an opinion we speak of the mere fact of making public an
opinion after the question has been entertained and jurisdiction
accepted and the case argned. If that is the meaning of the
word, it is incongrnous with the rest of the sentence that * the
court shall not render any advisory opinion except publicly
after due notice to all the states adhering to the court.”” What
was evidently intended was that there should be no considera-
tion of an advisory proposition until the different states had
notice, It ought to be * entertain and render,” it seems to me.
I make that suggestion.

Mr ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator would not say
“entertain an advisory opinion?” He would =ay, rather, “ en-
tertain a request for an advisory opinion or render an advisory
opinion.”

Mr. BORAH. But the words, as they are ordinarily con-
sidered with reference to judicial action, relate simply to the
rendition of the opinion after argument and consideration.

Mr. LENROOT. But the words are “rendered after due
notice.”

Mr, BORAH. Yes; the court could not render it until after
due notice, but the notice would not be of much value if the
matter had been considered and decided and notice then given
as to rendering the opinion.

Mr. LENROOT. - After public hearing.

Ar. BORAH. But we are not interested in the mere question
of publicity as to the rendering of the opinion; we are inter-
ested in publicity as to the hearing.

Mr. SWANSON. The language reads:

That the court shall not render any advisory opinion except pub-
licly—

The rendering of an opinion is generally done publicly,
althongh frequently, of course, judges consult among them-
selves in regard to an opinion—
after due notice.

It seems to me that language does not permit of the con-

struction suggested by the Senator from Idaho.
Mr. CARAWAY. May I interrupt the Senator?
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Mr. SWANSON, Yes.
Mr. CARAWAY. The reservation provides:

That the court shall not render any advisory opinion except pub-
lely—

The word “render” there means shall not consider, shall
not enfertain, shall not arrive at any decision, and shall not
hand down any opinion until after due notice, and that the
opinion then shall be handed down publicly.

Mr. SWANSON. It seems to me the language covers the
matter entirely; it seems to me to be amply sufficient.

Mr. BORAH. What is intended by the langnage, as I take
it, is that the entire proceedings with reference to an advisory
opinion shall be publie. If that is the construction, and the
court will accept of it, of course it is entirely satisfactory.
Baf I think the language in the reservation shonld be clarified.

Mr. WALSH. I apprehend that as to the substance of tRis
regervition there will be no substantial objection, and I under-
stand the remarks of the Senator from Idaho are directed
merely to language in which it is expressed. I am inclined to
think that the criticism urged by the Senator from Idaho has
merit in it. I, therefore, suggest to the Senator from Virginia
that the matter go over with a view to conference for the pur-
pose of perfecting the reservation.

Mr. SWANSON. What language would the Senator from
Idaho suggest?

Mr. BORAH. To expedite the matter, we could pass upon
it here, and then take it up later in the Senate,

Mr. SWANSON. What language wonld the Senator sug-
gest?

Mr., BORAH. I will suggest language to the Senator as soon
as I have a little time to do so.

Mr. SWANSON. Suppose we adopt it as in Committee of
the Whole and then let it come up later in the Senate?

Mr. BORAH. Very well; that is understood.

Mr. SWANSON. I propose that we adopt it now and then we
can consider it again in the Senate.

AMr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I merely wish to say that it
appears (o me that the word “render” is a very appropriate
word to express the intention. The word “render” means
make, give, or express.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
reservation No. 5.

Mr. REED of Missouri. I ask for the yeas and nays.

AMr. ASHURST. Has the reservation been read?

The VICE PRESIDENT, It has not all been read.

Mr. SWANSON. We do not, I think, want a separate vote
on the paragraph in reservation No. 5 from lines 11 to 16.
That had just as well be read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read as re-
quested.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

The signature of the United States to the said protocol shall not be
affixed until the powers signatory——

Mr. BORAH. Is the Secretary reading reservation No, 57
IlTheB VICE PRESIDENT. He is reading from line 11 to
ine 16.

Mr. BORAH. It has been agreed that reservation No. b
shall be passed upon and then that it shall be taken up later
in the Senate.

Mr. WALSH. Let me suggest that reservation No. § consists
of two separate paragraphs, dealing really with two subjects.
I suggest that it be divided and that the vote be taken upon
the first paragraph,

Mr. SWANSON. There are two separate paragraphs,

Mr. BORAH, I think we had better take the reservation
up altogether.

Mr., WALSH. I have no objection to that being done.

Mr. MOSES. What will be the effect if we now adopt lines
11 to 16, inclusive, on page 3, when there are still further
reservations to be offered?

Mr. LENROOT. I think after article 5 shall have been read
we should then go on to other reservations.

Mr. MOSES. Does the Senator mean both paragraphs of
reservation 5, or are we fo assume that lines 11 to 16 con-
gtitute another matter?

Mr. LENROOT. They are two different propositions,

Mr. MOSES. I thought the Senator from Virginia was con-
tending that they were coupled together.

Mr. SWANSON. There are two separate propositions con-
tained in reservation No. 5, and any Senator may ask for a
separate vote on them; but there is no request for a separate
vote of which I am aware.

Mr. MOSES. I quite misunderstood the tenor of the sung-
gestion made by the Senator from Virginia,
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Mr. WALSH, 1 wish to «all attention to the fact that
really reservation d ends with line 22,

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly.

Mr. WALSH. Wkat follows thereafter—ihe second para-
graph—is not in the nature of a reservation at all. It deals
with an eutirely diffevent subject,

Mr. MOSES. That Is exactly what T was trying to point
ont, aud that there might be ont of the wealth of further
reservitions one that would be agreed to.

Mr. WALRBH. Ag a matfter of fact, nothing after line 22
comprises a portion of reservation 5 at all,

Mr. MOXES. Then, Mr. resident, if there is any question
about that, I should like to make a further parlinmentary in-
guiry—whether it is in order for me to ask nnanimous consent
that, after laving dealt with lines 3 to 10, ineclusive, on page
3, paragraph 5, we shall then proceed to offer additional reser-
vations? IT there is no question abont it, and in my mind
there is not

Mr. LENROOT, 1 do not think there can be any objection
to the course sugzested by the Seunaltor.

Mr. MOSES. The Senator from Wisconsin agrees with me
that there is mo objection to that procedure, and that that
will naturally take place; therefore, 1 will not press my parlia-
mentary inquiry. .

SEVERAL SExaTORS. Vote!

Mr. LENROOT. 1 merely wish to siy one word with refer-
ence to reservation No. 5. Yesterday considerable objection
was made, and statements were made, that an entirely new
proposition has been put before the Senate in the modification
of reservation No, b, So far as the four reservations which
have been adopted are concerned, they did not in the least
change the sitmation from that which heretofore existed in
the opinion of most of the Seuators,

So far as the fifth reservation is concerned. there is no con-
fiiet whatever between that and the original reservation No. 5.
It does but two things: It makes permanent the rules of the
court that all advisory opinions shall be public and shall he
made after public hearing ; and, second, that no advisory opin-
jon shall be remdered affecting the interests of the TUnited
States or inferests claimed by the United Stutes to be affected
without the consent of the United States.

I wish merely to say this with reference to the argument
which has been made by the Scnator from Indiana [Mr. Ros-
ixsox] this afternoon, that neither the Monroe doetrine nor
any other question can come before the court without the con-
sont of the United States where any right or interest of the |
United States is affected. !

SEVERAL SExATORS. Vote!l

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question Is on agreeing to the
first paragraph of reservation No. 5, from lines 3 to 10, in- |
clusive. |

Mr, REED of Missourf. On that I ask for the yeas nndg
nays.

%he yeas and nays were ordered, and the legislative clerki

ed to ecall the roll.

Mr. CAMERON (when his name was called). Making the |
same announcement as before with reference to the transfer of |
my pair, I vote " yea."

The roll eall was concluded.

AMr. GERRY. 1 desire to announce that the senior Senator I
from Alabama [Mr. Usperwoon] and the junior Senator from |
New Jersey [Mr. Ebpwanrps] are necessarily detained from the
Sennate. If present, edch of those Senators would vote “ yea "
on this goestion.

The result was announced—yeas 91, nays 1, as follows:

YEAS—91

Ashurst Fletcher MceEellnr Roblnson, Ind,
Bayard Frozier McKinley Sackett
Iiagham George MeLean Schal)
Hornh Gerry McMaster Sheppard

. Biratton Gillett MceNar Shipstead
Lirovkhart Glass Mayficld Shartridge
Broussard Guft Means Simmons
Bruce Gooding Metealf Smith
Butler Greone Moses Smoot
Cameron Hale Neely Stanfeld
Capper Harreld Norbeck Etephens
Carawy Harris Norris Swanson
Copeland Harrison Nye ‘Trammell
Congens Hedlin Oddie Tyson
Cammins Howell Overman Wadsworth
Curtls Johnson Pepper Walsh
T:ale Jomes, N. Mex, Pliipps Warren
Ieneen Jones, Wash, Pine Wiatson
Edge Kendrick FPittman Weller
Ernst Keyes Rangdell Whealer
Fernald King Iteed, Mo, Williams
Ferris La Follette Reed, Pa. Willis
Fess Lenroot Hobinson, Ark,

NAYS—1
Eleuse
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NOT VOTING—4 T
Din du Tont Edwavrds TUnderwood

So the first paragraph of reservation No. 5, from lines 3 to 10,
was agreed to.

Mr, MOSES. Mr. President, it 15 my understanding that the
Senator from Virginia wighes to go forward with the two
declarations which are contuained in this resolution, beginning
on line 17 of page 8, and'continuing through Iline 7 on page 4.

Mr., SWANSON. I think we had better carry ount the agree-
ment made, that this resolution shall be completed and per-
fected, and then you ean go back.

Mr. MOSES. I want it distincetly nnderstood that I may then
go back to propose an additiona) reservation to be inserted
after line 10, on page 3.

Mr. SWANSON. I have uo objection; but I think we onght
to carry out the agreement that these reservations were to be
completed and perfected before anything else was taken up,

Mr, MOSES. "That wns uot my understanding of the agree-
ment, Mr. President., My understanding of the agreement was
that after the reservations propo<ed by the Senutor from Vir-
ginia had been perfected, the Senator from Missouri and I
would be at liberty to offer our substitutes.

Mr. S8WANSON. After they are completed; that is true:
that is understood.

Mr. MOSES. Yes; but meantime we wish to offer amend-
ments which are properly before the Senate as in Committee
of the Whole.

Mr. LENROOT. T suggest that the Senator from Virginia
go abead and then return to this point.

Mr, MOSES. 1 am not fussy about it It being agreed that
I may return to that point, I am quite agreenble to it

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will continue the
reading.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

The slgnature of the Unlted States to the suld protocol shall not be
affixed until the powers slguatory to such protocol shall have indlented,
through an exchuuge of notes, thelr acceptance of the forcgolng reser-
vations apd understandings ns 2 part and a condition of adherence by
the United States to the suid protocol

Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. President, I desire to make an in-
quiry of the Senator from Wisconsin or the Senator from Vir-
ginia. 'What follows from line 11 on is mno part of the
reservation, is it?

Mr., SWANSON. It is no part of the reservation. It is a
stipulation that the signature shall not be affixed until these
reservations are consented to. I shounld consider it a purt of
the conditions upon which the ratification iz made.

The VICH PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
that paragraph of Reservation No. 3, which has just bLeen
read

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I feel impelled to say, with
respect to this particular provision, that the press at least
has spoken of this as something in the nature of an obstacle
in the way, and those who tender it have been subjected 1o
some criticism for that reasom. 1 supposed, however, that
everybody realized from the beginning that it was necessary
to get the assent of the other nations signatory to this treaty
to any reservations or conditions that we might attach to our
adherence. This merely expresses the manner by which that
assent is to be indicated, It does not add in any respect to
the diflicnlties of {he task of the court,

The VICH PRESIDENT, The question i3 upon agreeing
to the second branch of reservation 5, lines 11 to 16,  [Putting
the qunestion.] The ayes have it, and the branch is agreed to.

The Secretary will continue the reading of the resolution.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

Resolved further, As a part of this act of eatification that the
United States approve the protocol and statute hereinabove mentioned.
with the uanderstanding that recourse to the Peérmanent Court of
International Justice for the settlement of differences between the
United States and any other state or states caun be had only by
agreement thereto through genernl or speclal treatics concluded be
tween the purties In dispute; and

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, a parliamentary inguiry,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Scnator from Minuesota.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. This provision apparently is not covered
by that part of reservation 5 from lines 11 to 16,

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, that is true: but this is n
domestic matter, as to how we shall refer cases to the conrt.
We do not want- to have other nationg Intruding themselves
Into our domestic affairs, to say by what process we ourselves
shall determine the reference of matters to the Permanent
Court of Iunternational Justice, It is centirely a domestic
matter,
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Mr. MOSES. "In other words, may I say to the Senator,
this is a declaration of our own policy, and it makes no dif-
ference to us whether the rest of the world agrees to it or not;
we are going to stand by it.

Mr, SWANSON. We do not want them to assent to it. I
would not let any foreign nation determine what we shall do
in & domestic way in regard to our own affairs, whether the
President or the Senate shall do it or Congress shall do it
It i= a matter for us to determine, not requiring the assent of
other nations.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. The Senafor does not think it is neces-
sary to have their consent or perimission to the limitation of
the jurisdictiom of the court?

Mr. SWANSON. We do not want it. Our Constitution pro-
vides liow matters shall go to foreign tribunals or foreign
courts. We do not want to get the assent of foreign nations
to what we shall do under our own Congtitution.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, in the same way the reserva-
tions have been eriticized lecause of this partienlar reserva-
tion, and it is urged that this emasculates the resolntion, be-
cause the Senate will be required to give its consent and there
will be trouble about getting the consent of the Government.
Asg 1 stated on yesterday, Mr. President, thisg does not’ change
the situation in any respect. The Government of the United
States is entitled now, if it sees fit to do so, to submit & con-
troversy to the eourt. It can submit a controversy to the
conrt now, and it can submit a controversy to the court after
we sign the protoeol, if we do, only by virtue of an agreement
which we enter into with the other party to the controversy;
and that agreement is a treaty, We can not get before the
court except by virtue of a treaty with the other party litizant.
The protocol does nor change that situation in any particalar
at =%  We merely say that it must be accomplished by a
treaty, which reguoires the joint action of the President and the
Senate, This is nothing more nor less than a declaration of
what the law is, what our Constitution provides.

A great many people are dissatisfled with that. They =ay,
“You will never got a controversy before the conrt.” That
may be so; bnt, unfortunately, the fault Is found with the Con-
stitution of the United States and not with this resolution.

Mr. BORAH. \hich is not a fault at all.

Mr. WALSIHL. It is not a fault, cortainly, if tliere is any
controversy about it; but the point I am making i§ that this
does not add anythiog at all to the sitnation or change It In
any particular whatever,

Mr. PEPPER, Mr. President, may I inquire of the Senator
from Montana whether this lunguage does not hear a closo
relationship to the languuge in The Hague convention dealing
with this same qnestion?

Mr. WALSH. It does.

Mr. PEPPER. I understand that that language, adapted
* merely to the necessitics of this case, is the precise provision
contained in The Hague convention of 1907,

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Senator from Minnesota has
the floor. Does he yield ; and If so, to whom?

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I yield the floor.

Mr. REED of Missourl. Mr. President

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me to
express my thanks to the Renator from YVirginia before the
vote Is taken on this paragraph? I want to thank the Senator
from Virginin for the words he used in the recent colloguy,
nmmely, “ foreign court " and “ foreign tribunal.”

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, 1 shounld like to ask
the Serntor from Montana for his construction of this lan-
gusge:

Itecourse to the Permanent Court of Internatlonal Justice for the
settloment of differences between the United States and any other
state or states can be had only by agrecment theretn through general
or special treatles concluded between the parties in dispote,

If such a treaty now exists, would not disputes under it
comoe before the court?

Mr. WALSH. Yes; If such a freaty does exist: but I am
very sure there is no sueh treaty. Attention was eallisd to the
fact that there is a treaty pending before us—the treaty deal-
ing wilh trafic in arms and ammunition, according to my
recollection—which provides that in cuse fhe United States
shonld be a subseriber to the protocol, and any controversy
snonld arise over the c¢onstruction of that treaty, it should be
referred to the eourt. When that treaty comes before us, we
will eonslder the question as to whether or not we care to sub-
mit our controversivs to this court. It takes no jurisdiction
until we, by treaty, give it jurisdiction.

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, there 1s no treaty whatever
to which we are a party, unless it is wider some of these
mandates that we have accepted, possibly, which would refer
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anything to the Permunent Court of International Justice.
When The Hague convention was ratified it nsed this precise
language, “special or general treatles.” Mo make that con-
veution operative Secretary Root enfered into 22 treatics, I
think, with other uations, Great Britain and others, providing
that certain cases should go to them under cerfain conditions,
or that there should be a special treaty for a specliic ecase,
This language contemplates that the Senate wonld have to
ratify a general treaty with othier nations, or a special treaty
for each case when submitted to the court,

AMr. ROUBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. P'resident, If this reser-
vation were not incorporated In the resolution, the provess
would be the same, HBefore a cause conld be submitted to the
Permanent Court of International Justice it would be necessary
that the United States agree to the submission through either
a special or a general treaty,

Mr. BSWANSON. That is true. Mr. Wickersham, who ap-
peared before the committee when they were having hearings
on the World Court, stated distinctly that If we adopted this
protocol recourse could be bad to the court only by special or
geueral treaty.

The VICE PRESIDINT. The guestion is upon agreeing to
the third branch of reservaiion 5, lnes 17 to 24, inclusive.
[Putiing the question.] The ayes have it, and the third
liranch of the rescrvation is agreed to. The Secretary will
continue the reading.

The Chiel Clerk read as follows;

Regolved furtlier, That adlierence to the sald protocol and statute
hereby approved shall not be so construed as to require the Unlted
States to Jepart from its traditional policy of not intruding upon,
interfering with, or entangling fitself in the political guestions of
policy or interoal administeation of any foreign etate; nor shall
adberence to the said protocol and statute be construed to Imply a
relinquishmoent by the United States of its traditional attitnde toward
purely Amerienn gnesilons,

Mr. RIDED of Missourf., Mr, President, I offer an amend-
ment to this clause, which I have filed and which Is properly
priuted. It is as follows:

Rezoleed further, That the Monroe doctrine be declared g a prin-
ciple of Internutional law binding upon the court.

That is to be added at the end of the last clanse,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Seeretary will read the pro-
posed amendment.

The CmiEr (JLERK.
lowing:

Resolved further, That the Monroe doctrine be declared as a prin-
ciple of international law bLindiog wpont the court.

Mr. REED of Missourl, Mr, President, I want just one
minute on my proposed amendment, and then 1 will be ready
to vote., The language cmployed in the fexi is to the effect
that the entrance of the United States into this treaty shall
not be considered as a relinguishment by the United States
of its traditional attitude toward purely Ameriean gquestions,

The Monree doctrine has never been recognized as a prin-
ciple of international law by any authoritative body. It has
been asserted ns a national poliey. If we are golng into this
international agrcement, this is the time and place to assert
the Monroe doctrine, not to nssert that we do not relnquish
our rights under it, but to assert it as a doctrine and ask the
other nations to admit it as a doctrine, So 1 moye. the amend-
ment, and apon it I ask for the yeas and nays,

Mr, SWANSON, Mr. President, the term used here is the
language that has been used, I suppose, for over half a century
to define American policy in connection with the Monroe doc-
trine, & political policy. It was used in the resolution of rati-
fication of The Hague convention, and I think the same lan-
guage was used in the resolution of ratification of the Algeciras
trealy.
century to Indicate that we do not surrender our rights uoder
the Monroe doetrine. The Monroe doctrine is not international
law; it is a political policy of the United States to assert our
idea of justice and right. It ia not international law,

Mr. CARAWAY. The very moment you declare it to be a
question of International law you give the international court
the right to pass on it, do you not?

Mr. BWANBSON. It is a pollcy which has been maintained
by the United States as oue of our political policies, nnd we are
not willing to have it incorporated in the body of international
law. The lapguage fonnd In this reservation has been used
every time America has desired to preserve iis traditional
policy in connection with American matters.

Mr. LENROOT. As just suggested by the Senator from

After line 7, on page 4, insert the fol-

Arkansas, the Monroe doctrine is not a matter of international
law. 1t is wholly an American policy; and if the amendment

This i the language which we have used for half a '

b ——

S




1926

of the Senator from Missouri should prevail, it would become
a matter of international law, so far as the court was con-
cerned, and would give jurisdiction fo the court to pass upon
the Monroe doctrine, which, without this amendment, it can
never pass upon without the consent of the United States. I
hope the amendment will be defeated.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, that is arguing
strangely ina circle. Let me first answer the proposition that
we have not heretofore in our treaties demanded the recogni-
tion of the Monroe doctrine. We have not, because in those
treaties we were dealing as a nation, and recognizing no inter-
national tribunal, submitting nothing to an international tri-
bunal, but constantly asserting our doctrine, a doctrine which
rests to-day only upon its justice and upon the force and power
of the United States.

Mr. SWANSON. If the Senator will permit me, our par-
ticipation in The Hague Arbitration Court was consummated
by a convention similar to this, and this was the language that
was used in that case. .

Mr. REED of Missourl. We had a convention regarding The
Hague, a purely voluntary tribunal of arbitration. Now we
are asked to take a further step, to agree to submit our contro-
versies to a court. That court will undertake to pass upon all
questions of international law. If the Monroe doctrine is not
a matter of international law, it will pass upon the question
without regard to the Monroe doctrine.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE and Mr, LENROOT rose.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Wait just a moment. If we say the
Monroe doetrine shall be recognized as a principle of inter-
national law, we do not thereby relinquish our right to assert
the doetrine with our own construction. If Senators desire to
vote the amendment down, let them do so, but let us under-
stand perfectly that they are to-day, as this question now stands,
simply standing apon the doctrine that the United States does
not submit the Monroe docrine, and therefore it must defend it
itself ; that we are going into ~ court which assumes jurisdiction
under international law, and Senators refuse to incorporate
this principle in international law.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, I rose merely to make
an inquiry of the Senator from Missouri. I invite his attention
and that of the Senate to what would happen if the suggested
amendment of the Senator should be adopted. Of course, we
all remember that it was in 1823 that the Monroe doctrine was
proclaimed by the United States of America. Up to this time
we have asserted the right to interpret that doctrine. I submit
to the learning of the Senator from Missouri, if his amendment
is adopted we have really given to the court in question the
right to interpret that doctrine, a thing which I shall never con-
sent to, a thing which President Cleveland never consented to,
awd which the zreat President Roosevelt did not consent to. I
have in mind—and I am very sure the learning of the Senator
from Missouri recalls it—the resolution introduced and adopted
by the Senate, presented by the late great and lamented Senator
from Massachusetts, Senator Lodge, in which resolution he
undertook, and the Senate agreed with him, to expand, so to
speak, and properly, that doctrine as from the time it was first
announced, so as to make it apply to the Pacific coast. Origi-
nally, of course, it applied immediately to European countries
as of 1823, Neither John Quincy Adams nor James Monroe had
any fear of oriental countries, but the Lodge resolution,
adopted by the Senate, in a sense expanded the doctrine fo em-
brace the Pacific coast, the great Pacific Ocean, and the lands
that lie beyond, immediately addressing itself to Magdalena
Bay, and the then fear, whether well grounded or not, that a
certain oriental nation sought a naval base at Magdalena Bay
in Lower California.

Therefore, I merely invite the Senator’s logical mind to the
proposition that we must not here, by any affirmative action,
give any force to any claim that this court will have any juris.
diction to interpret or pass upon the Monroe doctrine, which
was, and is, and I hope ever will be, an essentially American
doetrine.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, let me answer the
Senator by saying that in my judgment his reasoning is all
wrong, and that when we make other nations admit the Mon-
roe doctrine, we do not yleld our right-to constrme and
defend it.

Mr. BORAH, Mr, President, I want to ask the Senator from
California a question. According to the press dispatches,
there is contemplated an arrangement between Mexico and
Japan by which Japan is to have the privilege of colonizing
certain parts of Mexico. Suppose that should be objected to
by the United States under the Monroe doctrine, or, rather,
the principle of self-defense, which is another name for the
Monroe deetrine, Will there be any way, after this resolution
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shall have been adopted and we have gone info the court under
this resolution, by which Mexico and Japan, they being mem-
bers of the League of Nations and also members of the court,
could have an advisory opinion upon that question?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I answer, that any advisory opinion
which they might give would be contrary to certain reservations
which we have alveady adopted, for such a proposed arrange-
ment between Japan and Mexico, I say, would affect us or
interest us, and under a reservation we have adopted we
would have a right, in a sense, to intervene. But whether or
not the court had a right to entertain the question as to
whether the Monroe doctrine was affected by this reservation
we do not waive our rights; on the contrary, we declare that
the court shall not “entertain any request for an advisory
opinion touching any dispute or question in which the United
States has or claims an interest. With ¢his resolution, with all
or any of these reservations, we do not walve a right which I
claim, namely, a right to interpret and in a proper case assert
this doctrine, as we undersiand it. Whether in a given case,
upon the true philosophy of the Monroe doctrine, we would have
a right to complain, I am not now forced to consider, for it
would depend, manifestly, upon the facts then existing or
feared. I allude to the Lodge resolution because there was a
proposition to establish a naval base at Magdalena Bay, and the
Senate considered, as of then, that that would be inimical to
the rights of the United States.

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a
question?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Yes.

Mr. SWANSON. There is a provision in this reservation
that would absolutely prohibit any advisory opinion.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I think so.

Mr. SWANSON. There is a provision that where the United
States has an interest or right, or claims a right or interest,
no advisory opinion can be rendered without its consent. All
the United States would have to do, with the reservation
adopted, would be to notify the court that they claimed an
interest and objected to an advisory opinion,

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, I was about to suggest to
the Senator from California that if we should stay out of the
court, and therefore these reservations not become effective,
if Mexico and Japan saw fit to submit the question referred
to by the Senator, we would be in no position to defend our-
selves, If we should follow the advice of the Senator from
Idaho and stay out of the court, then the court could enter-
tain any question, whether it affected our rights or whether
we assenfed or did not assent. But if we go into the eourt
with this reservation, we protect ourselves against the very
thing the Senator from Idaho now seems to fear.

Mr. BORAH. Will not the Senator from Arkansas be a
little more generous with the Senator from Idaho and admit
that if we had govne in under the original resolution, which
went no further than to say we would not be bound by it,
instead of this resolution, which says that the opinion shall
not be entertained, we would have been in a position where
they could have entertained it, and we would have been
powerless?

Mr. CARAWAY. Will not the Senator from Idaho be so
generous as to say now that if he sghall prevail, and we do not
go into the court at all, we will be in no position to prevent
the court from handing down an opinion, either advisory or
otherwise?

Mr. BORAH. No; there is another way by which we pro-
tect ourselves if we do not go into the court. We are in no
way bound to consider the action of a foreign court of which
we are not a member.

Mr. CARAWAY. Yes; with a gun.

Mr. REED of Missouri. That is what we will have to do.

Mr. BORAH. That is likely what will happen if the court
assumes to advise on matters of a certain kind.

Mr. CARAWAY. Then we shall be in no worse fix than we
are in now.

Mr. BORAH. Yes; we will have been sitting upon the tri-
bunal which had passed upon the matter and of which we are
a member.

Mr. CARAWAY. No; the tribunal can not pass upon it if
we go into it with this reservation, unless we assent to it. But
if we follow the Senator’s advice, the court can pass upon it
and we will not be in a position to object, because we will have
refused to participate.

Mr. BORAH. Then, as I understand the Senator, we are
going into the court for the purpose of protecting ourselves
against the court.

Mr. CARAWAY. We are going into the court in order to
protect ourselves against people who want to have war in
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order to protect other people. According to the Senator's
position, he wants to stay out so we can not protect ourselves
at all.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I invite the attention of the Senator
from Idaho to the express language of reservation 5:

Nor shall it, without the consent of the Unifed States, entertain any
request for an advisory opinion touching any dispute or question in
which the United States has or claims an interest.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, before the Senator
from California takes his seat, will he permit me to get his
idea in regard to the matter of advisory opinions? The reser-
vation undertakes to protect the United States against advisory
opinions. Suppose that Haiti, being a member of the league,
and England, being a member of the league, shonld enter into
a treaty whereby Haiti was to grant to England rights in the
bays or in the poris of Haiti. Suppose a dispute should arise
between them with reference to the rights of either country
under that treaty and they should appeal to the court. Would
that be an advisory opinion or would that be an actunal case
before the court? :

AMr. SHORTRIDGE. That is not a case in point, and I do
not feel called upon to clarify the sifuation and make answer
to the guestion.

Mr. REED of Missouri. I think it is exactly in point;
because if the case I put is not covered as an advisory matter,
but is an actual case, then we are not protected against the
decisions in actual cases.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. If we claim an interest in such a
case, we would have the right to assert it, and by these reser-
vations the court is precluded from entertaining that case or
rendering that advisory opinion.

Mr, REED of Missouri. Would it be advisory? That is
the question I am asking the Senator.

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. I rose merely to make an inquiry
originally of the Senator from Missouri in regard to his pro-
prosed amendment as it might affect the Monroe doctrine.
I have my own views in regard to that doctrine, and I happen
to know something of its origin and its application. I assert
for myself that whether we adhere to the court or not, with
or without any reservations, there is no court on this earth
set up and there is no nation on the earth that has or will
have a right to determine what the Monroe doctrine is. We
shall determine what that doctrine is; and if we be not in-
competent, decadent, pusillanimous, and unworthy sons of
brave men and women, we will do as Cleveland did and as
Roosevelt did and say to England or to Germany, “ You shall
not violate this doctrine as we have interpreted it.”

Mr. STEPHENS. I would like to ask the Senator from Wis-
congin [Mr, Lexroor] with reference to his intention to reach a
final vote to-night. :

Mr. LENROOT. I expect to ask the Senate to go into secret
executlve session when we conclude with the so-called Swanson
reservations, We will not go any further to-night, but we hope
to conclude to-morrow and will conclude to-morrow.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. REED of Missouri. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered and taken.

Mr, GERRY. I desire to announce that the senior Senator
from Alabama [Mr. UxpErRwoon] and the junior Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. Epwarns] are necessarily detained from the
Senate, If present, each of these Senators would vote *nay”
on this guestion.

The result was announced—yeas 6, nays 82, as follows:

YEAS—6
Blease Harreld Moses Reed, Mo,
Copeland Johnson

NAYB—82
Ashurst Fletcher MeKellar Schall
Bayard Frazier MelLean Sheppard
Binghnm George MeMaster Shipstead
Borah Gerry MeNa Shortridge
Eration Gillett Mayfield Simmons
Brookhart Glass Means Bmith
Broussard Goff Metealf Bmoot
Bruee Gooding Neely Stanfield
Butler Gireene Norris Stephens
Cameron Hale ye Swanson
Capper Harris Oddie Trammell
Carnway Harrison Overman Tyson
Couzens Heflin Pepper Wadsworth
Curtis Howell Phipps Walsh
Dile Jones, N. Mex, Pine Warren
Deneen Jones, Wash. Pittman Watson
Edge Kendrick Ransdell Weller
Ernst Keyes Reed, Pa, Wheeler
Fernald l\'lnﬁ Robinson, Ark. Willis
Ferris La Follette Robinson, Ind.
Fess Lenroot Sackett
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NOT VOTING—S8
Cummin, Po
Diny Rlward Norbaek” Williameo!

So- the amendment offered by Mr. Reep of Missouri was
rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the fourth branch of reservation No. 5, being lines 25 and 26
on page 3 and lines 1 to 7 on page 4, which the Clerk will read.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

Resolved further, That adherence to the said protocol and statute
hereby approved shall not be so construed as to require the United
States to depart from its traditional policy of not intruding upon,
interfering with, or entangling itself in the politieal gnestions of policy
or internal administration of any forelgn state; nor shall adherence to
the sald protocol and statute be construed to imply a relinquishment
by the United States of its traditional attitude toward purely Ameri-
can questions. -

The fourth branch of reservation No. 5 was agreed fo.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, I wish now to offer an amend-
ment, on page 3, after line 10, which I will ask to have read.
I will add that I shall not press for discussion or vote upon
it this evening, but I wish to have the question pending when
the Senate reassembles to-morrow after the recess,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Clerk will state the reserva-
tion offered by the Senator from New Hampshire.

The Caier CrLErx. On page 3, after line 10, insert the fol-
lowing :

6. That the adherence of the United States to the statute of the
World Court is conditioned upon the understanding and agreement that
the judgments, decrees, and/or advisory opinions of the court shall not
be enforced by war under any name or in any form whatever,

EXECUTIVE BESSION, WITH CLOSED DOORS

Mr. LENROOT. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business, with closed doors.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of secret executive business. After five minutes
the doors were reopened.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

As in legislative session,

Mr. COPELAND presented the following telegrams relative
to the participation of the United States in the World Court,
which were ordered to lie on the table and to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

[Western Union telegram]

ITHACA, N. Y., January 22, 1926,
Senator COPELAND,
Capitol Building, Washington, D, O.;

Telegram sent you by Ralph Smith does nmot represent all of Ithaca,
Town and city divided on question. Believe majority of Tompkins
County overwhelmingly against us entering World Court. Other tele-
grams following,

Rev. L. E. GorLp,
L. E. Crasy, Supervisor Town of Itheca.

[Western Union telegram]
Itnaca, N. Y., January 23, 1926,
Senator Rorar 8, COPBLAND,
Washington, D, 0.:

Cornell students and faculty voted overwhelmingly im favor of
entering World Court. Only 4 votes against entering out of approxi-
mately 1,000 cast. Telegram from M. E. Bnyder and committee wasa
from local Republican club of Ithaca, mot from Cornell students or
faculty.

RALPH SEWARD,
Chairman Students’ World Court Commitiee, Cornell University.

Mr. EDGE presented a resolution adopted by the Woman's
Christian Temperance Union of Kssex County, N.J., protesting
against the alleged attitude of the senior Senator from New
Jersey, Mr. Ebce, relative to the enforcement of the eight-
eenth amendment to the Constitution and the so-called Vol-
stead Act, which was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary. !

Mr. FERRIS presented memorials of sundry ecitizens of
Antrim, Bay, Wayne, Shiawassee, Jackson, Lenawee, Dickin-
son, Kent, and Oakland Countles and of Detroit, Kalamazoo,
Bay City, Oakland, Hartford, Munissing, Grayling, Royal Oak,
Hart, Niles, Muskegon, Saginaw, Owosso, and Antwerp Town-
ships, all in the State of Michigan, remonstrating against the
participation of the United States in the Permanent Court
of International Justice, which were ordered to lie on the
table,
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Mr. BINGHAM presented a petition of faculty members of
the department of geological sciences of Yale University, pray-
ing the amendment of the existing copyright law by inserting
the words “or mimeographic process” after the words “or
photo-engraving process,” in lines 9, 15, 34, and 41 of said sec-
tion 15, which was referred to the Committee on Patents.

He also presented memorials and papers in the nature of
memorials from 180 citizens of Windham County; sundry citi-
zens of Burnside, Stonington, Norwich, Mystic, Bridgeport,
Stratford, New London, Niantie, East Lyme, Ansonia, Derby,
Shelton, Southbury, Seymour, Huntington, and South Britain,
all in the State of Connecticut, remonstrating against the par-
ticipation of the United States in the Permanent Court of
International Justice, which were ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. WARREN presented a memorial of sundry citizens of
Pine Bluffs, Wyo., remonstrating against the participation of
the United States in the Permanent Court of International
Justice, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a resolution adopted by members of the
Wyoming Game and Fish Commission, remonstrating against
any exfension of the boundaries of the Yellowstone National
Park, which was referred to the Committee on Public Lands
and Surveys,

He also presented a memorial of the Sheridan Commercial
Club, of Sheridan, Wyo., remonstrating against amendment of
the existing immigration act so as to prohibit the immigration
of Mexicans into the United States, which was referred to the
Committee on Immigration.

Mr. McLEAN presented the petition of Charles L. Burdette
Camp, No. 4, United Spanish War Veterans, of Hartford, Conn.,
praying for the passage of legislation granting increased pen-
sions to Spanish-American War Veterans, which was referred
to the Committee on Pensions.

He also presented the petition of members of the Depart-
ment of Connecticut Woman's Relief Corps, Auxiliary to the
Grand Army of the Republic, of Waterbury, Conn., favoring
the passage of legislation granting increased pepsions to Civil
War Veterans and their widows, which was referred to the
Committee on Pensions. 3

He also presented a lefter in the nature of a petition from
the Conservation Committee, Connecticut Federation of Wo-
men's Clubs, at New Haven, Conn., favoring the passage of the
so-called McNary-Woodruff bill, providing for the preservation
and extension of the national forests, which was referred to
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

He also presented papers and telegrams in the nature of
petitions from the Women’s Republican Club, of Hartford; the
Theological Seminary, of Hartford ; the Seminary Foundation,
of Hartford; the World Court Committee, of Hartford; Con-
necticut League of Women Voters, of New Haven; the League
of Women Voters and the Woman's Christian Temperance
Union, of Meriden; the League of Women Voters, of Walling-
ford; the Chamber of Commerce, of Branford; the League of
Women Voters, of West Hartford, and members of the Mon-
day Club, of New Milford, all in the State of Connecticut, favor-
ing the participation of the United States in the Permanent
Court of International Justice, which were ordered to lie on
the table.

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Father Me-
Keown Branch, Anclent Order of Hibernians, of New Haven;
Division No. 5, Ladies’ Auxiliary, Ancient Order of Hibernians,
of Waterbury, and Division No. 1, Ladies’ Auxiliary, Anclent
Order of Hibernians, of Naugatuck, all in the State of Connec-
ticut, protesting against the participation of the United States
in the Permanent Court of International Justice, which were
ordered to lie on the table,

REPORT OF THE COMMERCE COMMITTEE

Mr. BINGHAM, from the Committee on Commerce, to which
was referred the bill (8. 1305) granting the consent of Con-
gress to the highway commissioner of the town of Elgin, Kane
County, IlL., to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across
the Fox River, reported it without amendment and submitted
a report (No. 04) thereon.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimons
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. NORBECK:

A bill (8. 2779) granting a penslon to Teressa K. Shriner;

A Dbill (8. 2780) granting an increase of pension to Annie I.
Summers (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 2781) granting &n increase of pension to Augusta
M. Post (with accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8. 2782) granting an increase of pension to Jennie
8t. Clair (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on
Pensions.
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By Mr. RANSDELL: :

A bill (8. 2783) granting a pension to Susan E. Hart; to
the Committee on Pensions,

A bill (8. 2734) granting the consent of Congress to the
Louisiana Highway Commission to construet, maintain, and
imrateds bridge across the Black River at or near Jonesvyille,

a.; an

A bill (8. 2785) granting the consent of Congress to the
Louisiana H'ighway Commission to construct, mﬁli.ntaiu, and
operate a bridge scross the Ouachita River at or near Harri-
sonburg, La. ; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. CAPPER:

A Dbill (8. 2786) for the velief of Donald W. Stewart (with
dccompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. McLEAN:

A bill (8. 2787) granting a pension to Mary M. Carroll (with
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. WILLIS:

A bill (8. 2788) for the relief of Joseph Jameson (with ac-
companying papers) ; to the Committee on Claims.

A bill (8. 2789) granting an increase of pension to William
Frederick Gross (with accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8. 2790) granting a pension to Emma King (with
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. McKINLEY (by request) :

A bill (8. 2791) authorizing the appointment as second lien-
tenant in the United States Marine Corps of Wilson B. Me-
Candless ; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. ERNST:

A bill (8. 2792) relating to sales and contracts to sell in
interstate and foreign commerce; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

A bill (8. 2793) granting a pension to Lucy Swoope (with
accompanying papers) ;

A Dbill (8. 2794) granting a pension to Ellen Dixon (with
accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8. 2795) granting an increase of pension to Anna M.
Outten (with aceompanying papers): to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. CURTIS:

A bill (8. 2796) to authorize the building of a bridge and
approaches thereto across the Potomac River between Mont-
gomery County, in the State of Maryland, and Fairfax County,
in the State of Virginia; to the Committee on Commerce.

A bill (8, 2797) granting an increase of pension to Alfred
Trefethen (with accompanying papers) :

A bill (8. 2798) granting an increase of pension to Mary C.
Newman (with accompanying papers) :

A bill (8. 2799) granting an increase of pension to Thomas
Humpbrey (with accompanying papers) ;

A Dbill (8. 2800) granting an increase of pension to Willlam
A. Faulk (with accompanying papers) :

A bill (8. 2801) granting an increase of pension to Rachel
Christy (with accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8. 2802) granting an increase of pension to Fanny E.
Taylor (with acgompanying papers); to the Committee on
Pensions. \

By Mr. NORBECK :

A Dill (8. 2803) to create a commission with authority to
hear and determine claims of individual members of the Sionx
Tribe of Indians against tribal funds or against the United
States; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. HARRELD:

A bill (8. 2804) granting an increase of pension to Arminda
J. Madison (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on
Pensions,

By Mr. SHEPPARD:

A bill (8. 2805) enabling postal employees who are ex-service
men to utilize leaves of absence in order to attend the meeting
of the American Expeditionary Force in France; to the Com-
mittee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

HOUBE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H. R. 7554) making appropriations for the Navy
Department and the naval service for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1927, and for other purposes, was read twice by its
title and referred to the Committee on Appropriations.

AMENDMENT TO TAX REDUCTION BILL

Mr. NORRIS submitted an amendment intended to be pre-
posed by him to House bill 1, the tax-reduction bill, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

On page 113, line 1, strike out all after the word * records ™ down
to and including the word * President” in llne 5 on said page, and in
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lieu thereof insert the following: “and shall be open to examination
and inspection as other public records under the same rules and regula-
tions as may govern the examination of public documents generally.”

RECESS

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate take a recess until
noon to-morrow,

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 17 minutes
p. m.) the Senate, as in open executive session, took a recess
until to-morrow, Wednesday, January 27, 1926, at 12 o'clock

meridian.

NOMINATIONS
Erecutive nominations received by the Senate January 26 (leg-
islative day of January 16), 1926

Exvoys EXTRAORDINARY AND MINISTERS PLENIPOTENTIARY

John Dyneley Prince, of New Jersey, now envoy extraor-
dinary and minister plenipotentiary of the United States to
Denmark, to be envoy extraordinary and minister plenipoten-
tiary of the United States of America to the Kingdom of the
Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes.

H. Percival Dodge, of Massachusetts, now envoy extraor-
dinary and minister plenipotentiary of the United States to the
Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, to be envoy
extraordinary and minister plenipotentiary of the United
States of America to Denmark.

CONFIRMATIONS
Erecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate January 26
(legislative day of January 16), 1926
POSTMASTERS
COLORADO
Francis M. Wheeler, Campo.
CONNECTICUT

Harlan G. Hills, East Hampton.
Durward B. Granniss, New Preston,
Charles A. Jerome, Plainfield.
Edward Perkins, Suffield.

Robert 0. Judson, Woodbury.

DELAWARE
Fred C. Powell, Harrington.
MARYLAND
Margaret T. Bowdoin, College Park.,
Harry Bodein, Perry Point.
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Charles Myers, Jaffrey.
NEW MEXICO
Ralph Gutierrez, Bernalillo.
NORTH CAROLINA

Clyde H. Jarrett, Andrews.
Marvin E. Johnson, Candor,
John W. Shook, Clyde.
Iredell V. Lee, Four Oaks.
Mary W. Turner, Gatesville.
Heber R. Munford, Greenville.
Charles R. Hester, St. Pauls,
Pearle R. Luttrell, Shulls Mills.
Samuel B. Edwards, Tryon.
Otto 8. Woody, Whitakers.
NORTH DAKOTA

Ruth €. Whiteaker, Alamo.

Ada E. Olson, Fingal.

Arthur B. McLaughlin, Hope,

Leif O, Fjeld, Mayville,

Willlam E. Burhans, Sentinel Butte,

Milton T. Hefty, Walcott.

Thaddens C. Michael, Willow City.

OKLAHOMA

Ray E. Sutton, Boynton.

Rosa B. Britton, Cyril,

Jesse W. Pinkston, Drumright.

Leo N. Hawkins, Hitcheock.

Herbert Harris, Oilton.

Frank J. Kohr, Potean.

Alta G. Stockton, Sparks.
PENNSYLVANTA

Fred Ungard, Allenwood.
Franklin T. Dindinger, Monaca.
Johu M. Hayes, Montoursville.
Alden M, Schnell, Youngsville.
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PORTO RICO
Franklin H, Bunker, Caguas,
Jose Carrera, Humacao.
Pedro Muniz Rivera, Manati.

SOUTH CAROLINA
John B, Bagnal, Ellenton.
Rosa B. Grainger, Lake View,
Edward W. Shull, New Brookland.
David 8. Pitman, Nichols.
Pearle H, Padget, Saluda.
William H. Lott, St. George.

UTAH

Ewell C. Bowen, Hiawatha,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Toespay, January 26, 1926

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

Our fathers' God, to Thee we raise our voice in humble
prayer. YWe seek the blessing of forgiveness and the guidance
of Thy wisdom. We believe that Thou art a refuge and an
ever-present help in time of need. With one accord may we
acknowledge Thee to be the Maker of heaven and earth, in
whom we have our being. Lead us all to most seriously appre-
ciate the high value that belongs to all honest action. May
we assume all our obligations and fill the hours with steady,
faithful endeavor. What dignity all life acquires if we relate
it to God. Help us, O Lord, in every service; then all labor
shall be sacramental and a noble pride shall be our birthright.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

.

COOPERATIVE MARKETING ACT

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Sperker, I move that the House re-
solve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R. T893) to
create a division of cooperative marketing in the Department
of Agriculture; to provide for the acquisition and dissemination
of information pertaining to cooperation ; to promote the knowl-
edge of cooperative principles and practices; to provide for
calling advisers to counsel with the Secretary of Agriculture
on cooperative activities; to anthorize cooperative associations
to acquire, interpret, and disseminate crop and market informa-
tion, and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr, Brag in
the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration
of the bill H. IR. 7893, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr., Joxes: Page 2, line 2, after the word
“ farms,” strike out the remaining part of line 2 and Ipsert in lien
thereof the following: “and also any products thereof processed or
manufactured by farmers or cooperative organizations of farmers.”

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, my reason for offering this
amendment is that section 5 of this bill, following in large
measure the provisions of the exemption provided by the Cap-
per-Volstead Act, with some very small changes, exempits people
engaged in the distribution of agricultural produncts from the
operations of the antitrust law. Since those exemptions are
granted—and they are important—it becomes likewise impor-
tant that no one should be granted the exemption except per-
sons engaged in producing these products or cooperative orgnn-
izations of those engaged in the distribution thereof,

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Wil the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES, In just a moment.

In that connection the definition of what constitutes agricul-
tural products becomes important, and, in my juwigment., be-
comes all important, because on that definition hinges the appli-
cation of other sections of the bill, This measure defines agri-
cnltural products. That definition is found in the first section,
It ot only defines agricultural products to be those things that
are generally termed agricultural products, but it also says
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